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by  managing  such  activities  as  outdoor  recreation,  livestock  grazing,  mineral  development,  and  energy 
production,  and  by  conserving  natural,  historical,  cultural,  and  other  resources  on  public  lands. 
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This  volume  presents  comments  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  received  on  the  Lewistown  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS).  It  also  includes  a  description  of 
the  public  comment  process,  how  all  comments  were  considered,  and  responses  to  all  substantive 
comments. 

X.  I  Draft  EIS  Comment  Process 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  requires  that  all  substantive  comments  received  before 
reaching  a  decision  must  be  considered  to  the  extent  feasible,  and  that  agencies  must  respond  to  all 
substantive  written  comments  submitted  during  the  public  comment  period  for  an  EIS  (40  CFR  1503.4). 
Comments  must  be  in  writing  (including  paper  or  electronic  format  or  a  court  reporter’s  transcript 
taken  at  a  formal  public  meeting  or  hearing),  substantive,  and  timely,  in  order  to  merit  a  written 
response. 

Although  the  BLM  diligently  considered  each  comment  letter,  the  comment  analysis  process  involved 
determining  if  a  comment  was  substantive  or  non-substantive.  In  performing  this  analysis,  the  BLM  relied 
on  Section  6.9.2,  Comments,  in  the  BLM  NEPA  Handbook  H- 1 790- 1  to  determine  what  constituted  a 
substantive  comment. 

A  substantive  comment  does  one  or  more  of  the  following 

•  Questions,  with  a  reasonable  basis,  the  accuracy  of  the  information  or  analysis  in  the  EIS 

•  Questions,  with  a  reasonable  basis,  the  adequacy  of  the  information  or  analysis  in  the  EIS 

•  Presents  reasonable  alternatives  other  than  those  in  the  Draft  EIS  that  meet  the  purpose  and 
need  of  the  proposed  action  and  address  significant  issues 

•  Questions,  with  a  reasonable  basis,  the  merits  of  an  alternative  or  alternatives 

•  Causes  changes  in  or  revisions  to  the  proposed  action 

•  Questions,  with  a  reasonable  basis,  the  adequacy  of  the  planning  process  itself 
Additionally,  the  BLM’s  NEPA  handbook  identifies  the  following  types  of  substantive  comments: 

•  Comments  on  the  Adequacy  of  the  Analysis — Comments  that  express  a  professional 
disagreement  with  the  conclusions  of  the  analysis  or  assert  that  the  analysis  is  inadequate  are 
considered  substantive;  they  may  or  may  not  lead  to  changes  in  the  Final  EIS.  Interpretations  of 
analyses  should  be  based  on  professional  expertise.  Where  there  is  disagreement  within  a 
professional  discipline,  a  careful  review  of  the  various  interpretations  is  warranted.  In  some 
cases,  public  comments  may  necessitate  a  reevaluation  of  analytical  conclusions.  If,  after 
reevaluation,  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer  responsible  for  preparing  the  EIS  does  not  think  that  a 
change  is  warranted,  the  response  should  provide  the  rationale  for  that  conclusion. 
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•  Comments  That  Identify  New  Impacts.  Alternatives,  or  Mitigation  Measures — Public  comments 
on  a  Draft  EIS  that  identify  impacts,  alternatives,  or  mitigation  measures  that  were  not 
addressed  in  the  draft  are  considered  substantive.  This  type  of  comment  requires  the  BLM 
Authorized  Officer  to  determine  if  it  warrants  further  consideration;  if  so,  he  or  she  must 
determine  if  the  new  impacts,  new  alternatives,  or  new  mitigation  measures  should  be  analyzed 
in  the  Final  EIS,  in  a  supplement  to  the  Draft  EIS,  or  in  a  completely  revised  and  recirculated 
Draft  EIS. 

•  Disagreements  with  Significance  Determinations — Comments  that  directly  or  indirectly 
question,  with  a  reasonable  basis,  determinations  on  the  significance  or  severity  of  impacts  are 
considered  substantive.  A  reevaluation  of  these  determinations  may  be  warranted  and  may  lead 
to  changes  in  the  Final  EIS.  If,  after  reevaluation,  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer  does  not  think  that 
a  change  is  warranted,  the  BLM’s  response  should  provide  the  rationale  for  that  conclusion. 

Comments  that  failed  to  meet  the  above  description  were  considered  non-substantive. 

After  publishing  the  Draft  EIS  on  May  15,  2019,  the  90-day  comment  period  officially  ended  on  August 
15,  2019.  The  BLM  received  written  comments  by  mail,  fax,  email,  online  comment  form  via  the  project 
website  in  ePIanning  ('https://go.usa.gov/xUPsP),  and  handwritten  submissions  at  public  meetings. 

The  BLM  held  public  meetings  during  the  comment  period  in  Winnett,  Lewistown,  and  Great  Falls, 
Montana.  Comment  stations  with  computers  were  set  up  at  these  three  meetings  for  those  who  wished 
to  submit  comments  electronically.  A  list  of  the  meetings  and  meeting  dates  are  provided  below. 

•  July  8,  20 1 9:  Winnett,  MT 

•  July  9,  2019:  Lewistown,  MT 

•  July  10,  2019:  Great  Falls,  MT 

Comments  received  covered  a  wide  spectrum  of  thoughts,  opinions,  ideas,  and  concerns.  The  BLM 
recognizes  that  commenters  invested  considerable  time  and  effort  to  submit  comments  on  the  Draft 
RMP/EIS.  The  agency  developed  a  comment  analysis  method  to  ensure  that  all  comments  were 
considered,  as  directed  by  NEPA  regulations.  This  systematic  process  ensured  that  all  substantive 
comments  were  tracked  and  considered. 

On  receipt,  each  comment  letter  was  assigned  an  identification  number  and  logged  into  a  database  that 
allowed  the  BLM  to  organize,  categorize,  and  respond.  Substantive  comments  from  each  letter  were 
coded  to  appropriate  categories,  based  on  content,  and  the  link  to  the  commenter  was  retained.  The 
categories  generally  follow  the  sections  presented  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  though  some  related  to  the 
planning  process  or  editorial  concerns. 

A  total  of  811  comment  letter  submissions  were  received:  332  of  these  were  considered  unique 
submissions  and  479  were  part  of  form  letter  campaigns  (discussed  further  below  in  Section  X.  1.1). 
Many  comments  received  throughout  the  comment  analysis  process  expressed  personal  opinions  or 
preferences,  had  little  relevance  to  the  adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS,  or  represented 
commentary  on  management  actions  that  are  outside  the  scope  of  this  NEPA  analysis.  These 
commenters  did  not  provide  specific  information  to  assist  the  BLM  in  making  a  change  to  the  existing 
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action  alternatives,  did  not  suggest  new  alternatives,  and  did  not  take  issue  with  methods  used  in  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS;  these  comments  are  not  addressed  further  in  this  document. 

The  BLM  read,  analyzed,  and  considered  all  comments  of  a  personal  or  philosophical  nature  and  all 
opinions,  feelings,  and  preferences  for  one  element  or  one  alternative  over  another.  Because  such 
comments  were  not  substantive,  the  BLM  did  not  respond  to  them.  It  is  also  important  to  note  that, 
while  the  BLM  reviewed  and  considered  all  comments,  none  were  counted  as  votes.  The  NEPA  public 
comment  period  is  neither  an  election  nor  does  it  result  in  a  representative  sampling  of  the  population. 
Therefore,  public  comments  are  not  appropriate  to  be  used  as  a  democratic  decision-making  tool  or  as 
a  scientific  sampling  mechanism. 

Comments  that  recommended  additional  studies,  data,  or  scientific  literature  to  be  incorporated  into 
the  analysis  were  reviewed  by  subject  matter  experts;  new  information  and  citations  were  incorporated 
into  the  Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS  as  appropriate.  Comments  citing  editorial  changes  to  the  document 
were  reviewed  and  incorporated.  The  Final  EIS  has  been  technically  edited  and  revised  to  fix  typos, 
missing  references,  definitions,  and  acronyms  and  provides  other  clarifications  as  needed. 

X.  1.1  Letter  Campaigns 

Several  organizations  and  groups  held  standardized  letter  campaigns  to  submit  comments  during  the 
public  comment  period  for  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  Through  this  process,  their  constituents  were  able  to 
submit  the  standard  letter  or  a  modified  version  of  the  letter  indicating  support  for  the  group’s  position 
on  the  BLM  management  actions.  Individuals  who  submitted  a  modified  standard  letter  generally  added 
new  comments  or  information  to  the  letter  or  edited  it  to  reflect  their  main  concerns.  The  BLM 
received  479  form  letter  campaign  letters,  most  of  which  were  identical  to  the  master  letter.  Modified 
letters  with  unique  substantive  comments  were  given  their  own  submission  number  and  were  coded 
appropriately. 

X.2  Howto  Read  This  Volume 

BLM  assigned  a  letter  number  to  every  unique  communication  received  during  the  Draft  EIS  public 
comment  period.  Section  X.3  contains  all  substantive  comments  with  BLM’s  responses  and  is 
organized  by  the  category  comments  were  regarding.  Commenter  names  and  applicable  organization  or 
agency  are  provided  for  letter  submissions  that  did  not  request  their  information  be  withheld. 
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X.3  Substantive  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Responses 
X.3.1  Air  Resources  and  Climate 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

1. 

Margaret 

Webster 

146 

1 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

Change  is  a  scientific  fact,  and  the 

BLM's  plan  should  analyze  the  impacts 
climate  change  will  have  on  this 
region  and  meaningfully  account  for 
climate  change  in  the  plan. 

The  analysis  of  impacts  on 
resources  discusses  climate 
change  in  various  sections. 

2. 

Bill 

Cunningham 

175 

1 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

The  failure  of  the  RMP  to  completely 
assess  climate  change  impacts  and  to 
account  for  climate  change  in 
resource  decisions  is  its  most  blatant 
deficiency. 

The  analysis  of  impacts  on 
resources  discusses  climate 
change  in  various  sections. 

3. 

Phil 

Strobel 

U.S.  EPA 
Region  8 

246 

7 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

Chapter  4  of  the  Draft  EIS  notes  that 
the  results  from  the  BLM 
photochemical  grid  modeling  (PGM) 
study  will  provide  additional 
information  to  estimate  effects  from 
criteria  pollutant  emissions  on  air 
quality,  visibility,  and  deposition. 
Appendix  H,  Sections  HA.3  and  1-1.5, 
notes  that  PGM  analyses  will  be 
implemented  by  the  BLM  before  the 
Final  RMP  to  provide  information  on 
the  potential  effect  of  oil  and  gas 
activities  on  air  quality,  visibility,  and 
deposition.  These  sections  also  note 
that  the  BLM  committed  to  perform 
the  PGM  to  assess  regional  air  quality 
and  AQRV  effects  in  multiple  BLM 
field  offices  in  Montana,  North 

Dakota,  and.  South  Dakota  (i.e., 
Lewistown  Field.  Office,  Billings  Field 
Office,  Miles  City  Field  Office,  HiLine 
District,  and  South  Dakota  Field 

Office).  The  PGM  study  was 
completed  in  2016  and  the  study's 
results  are  available,  We  recommend 
clarifying  the  intent  of  these 
descriptions  or  updating  these 
sections  of  the  Draft  EIS  to  state  that 
the  BLM  PGM  study  is  complete  and 
include  references  and  links  to  the 
final  reports.  (1)  BLM 

Montana/Dakotas  State  Office  PGM 
Modeling  Study  -  Air  Resource 
Technical  Support  Document  (Final 

BLM  updated  language  in  the 
ARTSD  technical  report  to 
reflect  that  the  photochemical 
modelling  has  already  been 
completed  and  that  the  results 
are  available.  The  EIS  text 
referencing  the  photochemical 
model  has  also  been  updated. 

The  statewide  results  are 
available  online  at  ePIanning. 

BLM  has  also  uploaded  the 
updated  ARTSD  to  ePIanning. 
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Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

Report  -Dated  September  20 1 6)  and 
BLM  Montana/Dakotas  State  Office 

PGM  Modeling.  Study  -  Air  Resource 
Impact  Assessment  (Final  Report  - 
Dated  September  20 1 6). 

4. 

Phil 

Strobel 

U.S.  EPA 
Region  8 

246 

8 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

We  also  recommend  including  a 
summary  of  the  PGM  study  in 

Chapter  4,  including  the  following 
Conclusions:  •  No  model  predicted 
exceedances  of  .the  National  Ambient 
Air.  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS), 
state  standards,  not  deposition 
(nitrogen  and  sulfur)  and  visibility 
thresholds  in  the  region  from.LFO  oil 
and  gas  activities  (Page  3  of  BLM 
Montana/Dakotas  State  Office  PGM 
Modeling  Study-  Air  Resource  Impact 
Assessment  (Final.  Report.-  Dated 
September  20 1 6)).  •  Impacts  of  the 
cumulative  oil  and  gas  emission 
scenarios,  were  predicted.to  exceed 
the  visibility  arid  deposition 
thresholds  at  the  Fort  Peek,  Medicine 
Lake,  Theodore.  Roosevelt,  and 
Lostwood  Class  1  areas  (Page  3  of 

BLM  Montana/Dakotas  State  Office 
PGM.  Modeling  Study  -  Air  Resource 
Impact  Assessment  (Final  Report  - 
Dated  September.  2016)).  •  Impacts, 
of  the.  cumulative  oil  and  gas 
scenarios  were  also,  predicted  to 
cause,  exceedances  of  24-hour  PM2.5 
Class  1  increments  at  the  Fort  Peek, 
Medicine  Lake  and  Lostwood  Class  1 
areas  (Page  3  of  BLM 

Montana/Dakotas  State  Office  PGM 
Modeling  Study  Air  Resource  Impact 
Assessment  (Final  Report  Dated 
September  2016)).  In  general,  BLM's 
model  performance  evaluation  (MPE) 
indicates  that  the  model  was  biased 
low  for  all  pollutants  and  air  quality 
related  values  (AQRVs)  (Pages  49, 

53,55,  64,67,71-75,  89  of  BLM 
Montana/Dakotas  State  Office  PGM 
Modeling  Study— PGM  Base  Case 
Modeling  and  Model  Performance 
Evaluation.  (Final  Report  -Dated 

BLM  has  provided  a  summary  of 
the  PGM  study  in  Appendix  H. 

BLM  also  describes  the 
uncertainties  inherent  in  PGM 
analysis. 
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Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

October  20 1 5)).  As  a  result,  the  air 
quality  impacts  disclosed  in  this 
analysis  are  potentially  under¬ 
estimated  by  the  model.  We 
recommend  the  summary  in  Chapter 

4  describe  the  uncertainties  with  the. 
PGM  analysis  and  relate  those  model 
uncertainties  to  the  discussion  of 
potential  impacts  to  air  quality  and 
AQRVs  from  future  oil  and  gas 
development.  Discussing  the 
uncertainties  of  the  model 
performance  will  assist  in  disclosing 
and  interpreting  the  model  results. 

5. 

Phil 

Strobel 

U.S.  EPA 
Region  8 

246 

9 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

Chapter  4  of  the  Draft  EIS 
summarizes  the  emissions  from  the 
Lewistown  Air  Resources  TSD  (BLM 
2016),  This  summary  does  not  include 
information  for  the  near-field  air 
quality  modeling  and  visibility 
screening  from  the  Lewistown  Air 
Resources  TSD  for  the  Lewistown 

RMP.  We  recommend  the  Final  EIS 
summarize  the  air  quality  modeling 
results  from  the  near-field  air  quality 
modeling  analysis  for  the  criteria 
pollutants  and  hazardous  Air 

Pollutants  (HAPs)  and  from  the 
visibility  screening  analysis.  We  also 
recommend  that  the  summary  relates 
the  model  assumptions,  scenarios, 
and  uncertainties  of  the  air  quality 
and  visibility  modeling  to  the 
proposed  alternatives  of  the  Draft 

EIS,  This  summary  would  help  the 
public  understand  the  model  analyses, 
demonstrate  that  the  existing  analysis 
is  representative  of  the.  Planning. 

Area,  and  disclose  the  potential 
impacts  to  air  quality  and  AQRVs  for 
the  area  under  consideration  for  the 
proposed  alternatives  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

BLM  updated  language  in  the 
ARTSD  technical  report  to 
reflect  that  the  photochemical 
modelling  has  already  been 
completed  and  that  the  results 
are  available.  The  EIS  text 
referencing  the  photochemical 
model  has  also  been  updated. 

The  statewide  results  are 
available  online  at  ePIanning. 

BLM  has  also  uploaded  the 
updated  ARTSD  to  ePIanning. 
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# 
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Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
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Comment  Text 
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6. 

Phil 

Strobel 

U.S.  EPA 
Region  8 

246 

10 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

Appendix  H,  Section  1  - 1 . 1 . 1 ,  notes 
that  only  N02,  Ozone,  PM2.5,  and 

PM  1 0  will  be  addressed  by  the 
Lewistown  RMP.  Oil  and  gas 
development  includes  emissions  of 
additional  criteria  air  pollutants  and 
HAPs  that  can  impact  human  health 
and  AQRVs.  We  recommend  that  all 
criteria  air  pollutants  and  the  typical 
oil  and  gas  HAPs  be  addressed  in 
Appendix  H  to  assess  potential  air 
quality  impacts  of  oil  and  gas 
development.  Including  these 
pollutants  within  Appendix  H  is 
consistent  with  the  adaptive 
management  strategies  for  other  EISs 
for  RMPs  in  Montana  and  South 

Dakota. 

Change  made;  Appendix  H  has 
been  updated. 

7. 

David 

Murnion 

313 

2 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

BLM  needs  to  recognize  climate 
change  as  a  scientific  fact,  BLM  needs 
to  fully  analyze  the  impact  climate 
change  is  having  on  wildlife  habitat, 
birds  and  wildlife  species,  forests, 
grasslands.  BLM  needs  to  honestly 
and  meaningfully  account  for  climate 
change  in  any  decisions  about  future 
management  of  all  BLM  lands. 

The  analysis  of  impacts  on 
resources  discusses  climate 
change  in  various  sections. 

8. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

8 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

There  is  scientific  certainty  that 
climate  change  has  reset  the  deck  for 
future  ecological  conditions.  For 
example,  Sallabanks,  et  al.,  2001: 
(L)ong-term  evolutionary  potentials 
can  be  met  only  by  accounting  for 
potential  future  changes  in  conditions. 
...Impending  changes  in  regional 
climates  ...have  the  capacity  for 
causing  great  shifts  in  composition  of 
ecological  communities.  In  other 
words,  the  Draft  RMP  approach  must 
be  evaluated  in  the  context  of  how 
realistic-or  even  "desirable"-achieving 
them  really  is  in  the  context  of  rapidly 
changing  climate. 

The  analysis  of  impacts  on 
resources  discusses  climate 
change  in  various  sections. 
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9. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

9 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

The  Draft  EIS  fails  to  provide 
sufficient  analysis  of  how  realistic  or 
achievable  its  strategy  to  "provide  for 
diverse,  healthy  ecosystems  that  are 
resilient  to  climate  stressors"  in  the 
context  of  a  rapidly  changing  climate 
along  an  unpredictable  but  changing 
trajectory,  which  the  draft  RMP 
acknowledges 

Management  actions  in  the 
alternatives  presented  in 

Chapter  2  have  been  developed 
to  achieve  climate  objectives. 
Resource  management  plans  are 
evaluated  on  a  five-year  basis  to 
determine  effectiveness  in 
achieving  goals  and  objectives. 

10. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

10 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

The  draft  RMP  Objectives  and 

Actions  barely  scratch  at  the  surface 
of  responding  to  opportunities  to 
reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and 
maximize  carbons  sequestration. 
Hayward,  1994  essentially  calls  into 
question  the  entire  manipulate  and 
control  regime,  as  represented  in 
draft  RMP  design.  The  managed 
portions  of  the  BLM  lands  have  been 
fundamentally  changed,  as  has  the 
climate,  so  the  BLM  must  analyze  how 
much  land  has  been  fundamentally 
changed  compared  to  historic 
conditions,  and  disclose  such 
information  to  the  public  in  the 
context  of  a  Supplemental  EIS. 

The  RMP  does  contain  goals  and 
objectives  addressing 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  and 
climate  adaptive  strategies.  If 
proposals  are  received  in  the 
future  for  sequestration  they 
would  be  evaluated  on  a  case  by 
case  basis. 
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1  1. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

1  1 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

In  March  of  2018  the  Federal  District 
Court  of  Montana  found  the  Miles 

City  (Montana)  and  Buffalo 
(Wyoming)  Field  Office  Resource 
Management  Plans  unlawfully 
overlooked  climate  impacts  of  coal 
mining  and  oil  and  gas  drilling.  Here, 
the  Lewistown  Field  Office  is 
overlooking  climate  impacts  of  the  full 
suite  of  its  routine  resource 
extraction  program,  including  logging, 
livestock  grazing,  and  mining.  Best 
available  science  suggests  that 
management  involving  removal  of 
trees  and  other  biomass  increased 
atmospheric  carbon  dioxide  (C02). 

The  Draft  EIS  does  not  address  this 
information.  There  is  already  too 
much  C02  in  the  atmosphere,  and 
any  more  management-induced  short¬ 
term  increases  which  might  be 
balanced  out  decades  later  are  still 
disastrous. 

Appendix  C  of  the  Air 

Resources  Technical  Support 
Document  (ARTSD)  contains 
information  on  emissions  related 
to  forestry,  oil  and  gas,  livestock 
grazing,  fire  management  and 

Coal  Bed  natural  gas  and  has 
been  posted  to  the  website 
(ePIanning). 

12. 

Jacob 

Foster 

358 

1 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

BLM  must  again  recognize  Climate 
Change  as  a  pressing  scientific 
consensus  despite  political  pressure 
not  to.  The  BLM  must  consider  the 
differing  impacts  climate  change  will 
have  on  all  of  our  public  land 
resources  in  order  to  sustain  the 
health,  diversity,  and  productivity  of 
our  public  lands  for  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  present  and  importantly 
FUTURE  generations. 

The  RMP  does  contain  goals, 
objectives  and  management 
actions  specific  to  climate 
change. 

13. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

15 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

Nitrous  oxide,  a  by-product 
generated  by  the  microbial 
breakdown  of  nitrogen  in  livestock 
manure,  is  a  potent  greenhouse  gas 
completely  ignored  by  the  DEIS.  Also, 
the  digestion  of  organic  materials  by 
livestock  is  a  large  source  of  methane 
emission-another  GHG  not  even 
mentioned  in  the  DEIS.  Methane  is  a 
far  more  potent  substance  than  C02 
causing  climate  change.  Beschta  et  al., 
201213  review  some  of  the  science 
on  livestock  exacerbation  of  climate 
change:  Livestock  production  impacts 

Appendix  C  of  the  Air 

Resources  Technical  Support 
Document  (ARTSD)  contains 
information  on  emissions  of 

N02  and  has  been  posted  to 
the  website  (ePIanning). 
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energy  and  carbon  cycles  and  globally 
contributes  an  estimated  18%  to  the 
total  anthropogenic  greenhouse  gas 
(GHG)  emissions  (Steinfeld  and 
others  2006). How  public-land 
livestock  contribute  to  these  effects 
has  received  little  study. 

Nevertheless,  livestock  grazing  and 
trampling  can  reduce  the  capacity  of 
rangeland  vegetation  and  soils  to 
sequester  carbon  and  contribute  to 
the  loss  of  above-  and  belowground 
carbon  pools  (e.g.,  Lai  200 1  b;  Bowker 
and  others  2012).  Lai  (2001a) 
indicated  that  heavy  grazing  over  the 
long-term  may  have  adverse  impacts 
on  soil  organic  carbon  content, 
especially  for  soils  of  low  inherent 
fertility.  Although  Gill  (2007)  found 
that  grazing  over  1 00  years  or  longer 
in  subalpine  areas  on  the  Wasatch 
Plateau  in  central  Utah  had  no 
significant  impacts  on  total  soil 
carbon,  results  of  the  study  suggest 
that  "if  temperatures  warm  and 
summer  precipitation  increases  as  is 
anticipated,  [soils  in  grazed  areas] 
may  become  net  sources  of  C02  to 
the  atmosphere"  (Gill  2007,  p.  88). 
Furthermore,  limited  soil  aeration  in 
soils  compacted  by  livestock  can 
stimulate  production  of  methane,  and 
emissions  of  nitrous  oxide  under 
shrub  canopies  may  be  twice  the 
levels  in  nearby  grasslands  (Asner  and 
others  2004).  Both  of  these  are 
potent  GHGs. 

X-IO 
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14. 

Claire 

Overholt 

389 

1 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

Scientific  evidence  strengthens  any 
management  plan,  and  ignoring  the 
scientific  consensus  on  climate 
disruption  and  changing  climate  when 
assessing  how  to  manage  land  and 
wildlife  for  the  next  few  decades 
would  be  foolhardy.  How  will  a 
globally  shifting  climate  impact 
migration  patterns,  vegetation 
growth,  precipitation  patterns,  fire 
seasons,  etc.  in  the  Lewistown 
Management  Area?  It  is  the  duty  of 
those  managing  this  area  to  assess 
such  realities  and  plan  for  factors 
such  as  this,  so  please  do  to  account 
for  the  care  all  of  us  have  for  the 
proper  maintenance  of  these  places 
for  decades  to  come. 

The  RMP  does  contain  goals  and 
objectives  addressing 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  and 
climate  adaptive  strategies. 

Analysis  of  impacts  from  climate 
change  is  provided  for 
vegetation  and  wildlife  and 
wildfire  in  Chapter  4. 

15. 

Gene 

Sentz 

402 

4 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

BLM  must  recognize  climate  change 
as  a  scientific  fact  and  fully  analyze  the 
impacts  climate  change  is  having  on 
natural  processes,  and  meaningfully 
account  for  climate  change  in 
decisions  about  future  management. 

The  RMP  does  contain  goals  and 
objectives  addressing 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  and 
climate  adaptive  strategies. 

Analysis  of  impacts  from  climate 
change  is  provided  for 
vegetation  and  wildlife  and 
wildfire  in  Chapter  4. 

16. 

Margaret 

MacDonald 

Montana  State 
Senator 

446 

5 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

Underlying  and  woven  throughout  all 
of  this  is  climate  change.  It  is 
disturbing  to  see  the  thoughtful 
discussion  and  analysis  of  climate 
change  in  the  2016  RMP  completely 
absent  from  this  2019  RMP,  which 
instead  makes  vague  and  misleading 
references  to  "climate  variability." 
Climate  change  is  real,  it  is  happening, 
and  public  land  managers  like  BLM 
and  DOI  are  legally  and  morally 
required  to  manage  our  public 
resources  in  this  new  reality.  The 
range  of  alternatives  fails  to  consider 
climate  change,  and  the  analysis  fails 
to  use  the  best  available  science  on 
this  matter.  This  needs  to  be  rectified 
in  the  final  plan. 

The  discussion  and  analysis  of 
climate  change  is  not 
substantially  different  from  the 

20 1 6  version.  Chapter  4 
contains  the  analysis  of  impacts 
by  alternative  and  Appendix  W 
includes  analysis  assumptions 
and  Nature  and  Types  of  Effects. 
Chapter  3  provides  a  summary 
of  the  affected  environment,  and 
the  revised  area  profile  in  the 
Analysis  of  Management 

Situation  contains  a  detailed 
description  of  existing 
conditions. 
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Air  Resources  and  Another  consideration  is  carbon  The  RMP  does  contain  goals  and 

Climate  sinks,  not  at  all  discussed  in  the  2019  objectives  addressing  healthy 

RMP.  Intact  grassland  and  sagebrush  and  productive  vegetative 
steppe  ecosystems,  like  those  that  communities  which  help 
cover  significant  portions  of  the  promote  carbon  sequestration. 

Lewistown  planning  area,  offer  some 
of  the  best  natural  carbon  sinks. 

Intact,  predominantly  natural 
grasslands  are  particularly  efficient  at 
turning  atmospheric  carbon  dioxide 
(C02)  into  organic  compounds, 
storing  carbon  deep  in  the  soil,  and 
releasing  oxygen  as  the  waste  product 
of  photosynthesis.  This  uptake 
process  removes  C02  from  the 
atmosphere  where  it's  harmful  effects 
as  a  greenhouse  gas  are  felt.  Carbon 
stored  deep  in  the  soil  of  health 
grasslands  that  are  not  profoundly 
disturbed  or  destroyed  in  a  manner 
that  prevents  reuptake  of  C02  (i.e., 
overgrazed,  burned,  tilled  for 
agriculture,  etc.,  all  of  which  release 
stored  C02  and  hinder  the  soil's 
capacity  to  retain  C02)  and  thus 
remain  fairly  stable,  keeping  C02 
sequestered  in  a  manner  that 
prevents  it  from  entering  the 
atmosphere  to  act  as  a  greenhouse 
gas.  194  194  See  Challenges  and 
opportunities  for  carbon 
sequestration  in  grassland  systems:  A 
technical  report  on  grassland 
management  and  climate  change 
mitigation  ,  Plant  Production  and 
Protection  Division  Food  and 
Agriculture  Organization  of  the 
United  Nations,  compiled  by  Richard 
T.  Conant,  Vol  9  (2010);  and 
Mahanta,  Sanat  K.,  Carbon 
sequestration  in  grassland  systems  , 

Range  Mgmt.  and  Agroforestry,  V.  2, 

_ Issue  35,  pp.  173-181  (Dec.  2014). _ 
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1. 

ted 

doughty 

2 

1 

Appendices 

Appendix,  L,  L-16.  Expansion  of 
surface  use  within  0.25mi  of  a  lek  is 
expanded  to  0.5mi.  As  noted  in 
footnote  3  on  page  L- 1 6,  the  rationale 
for  this  change  is  based  on 
conversations  with  a  graduate  student 
who  has  not  finished  his  Ph.D.  This  is 
an  inadequate  basis  for  changing  the 
stipulations.  His  work  has  not  been 
peer  reviewed  or  even  published  for 
the  citizens  to  examine.  It  is 
irresponsible  and  poor  administrative 
practice  for  the  BLM  to  use  some 
undocumented  conversations  as  a 
basis  for  a  multi-decade  RMP 
decision.  This  change  should  be 
removed  from  the  RMP,  or  further 
research  done  to  substantiate  the 
change. 

Footnote  3  has  been  deleted 
from  Appendix  L  in  the  EIS.  The 
best  available  information  was 
used  to  develop  the  sharptail  lek 
stipulation.  This  lek  buffer 
distance  is  consistent  with  BLM 
Montana/Dakotas  statewide 
stipulations. 

2. 

Phil 

Strobel 

U.S.  EPA 
Region  8 

246 

4 

Appendices 

The  Draft  EIS  proposes  a  number  of 
stipulations  and  allocations  applicable 
to  fluid  minerals  leasing  (Appendix  L). 
The  proposed  stipulation  for  water 
resources  under  the  agency's 
preferred  alternative  is  the  same  as 
the  no  action  alternative,  Alternative 

A  (page  L-7,  Floodplains).  This 
stipulation  allows  agency  discretion  in 
determining  if  occupancy  would  be 
controlled  (Controlled  Surface  Use 
or  CSU)  or  excluded  (No  Surface 
Occupancy  or  NSO)  within  specific 
distances  of  a  25-year  or  1 00-year 
floodplain  or  special  area  (i.e. 
domestic  water  supply).  Stipulations 
proposed  under  Alternatives  B  and  D 
require  NSOs  to  protect  perennial  or 
intermittent  streams,  lakes,  ponds, 
reservoirs,  wetlands,  riparian  areas, 
and  source-water  protection  areas. 

The  Region  8  Office  of  Water 
Protection  developed  the  following 
water  resource  setback 
recommendations  based  on  a  review 
of  technical  and  policy  literature,  a 

BLM  has  reviewed  stipulations 
for  consistency  across  the 
Montana/  Dakotas  and  revised 
the  preferred  alternative  to 
include  stipulations  for  water 
resources. 
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review  of  existing  state  regulatory 
policies  and  requirements,  and  a 
survey  of  setback  practices  across 
federal  land  management  units.  This 
analysis  revealed  that  a  range  of 
setback  requirements  and  practices 
are  currently  employed.  Region  8 
selected  setback  distances  based  on 
this  analysis  and  on  best  professional 
judgement  informed  by  EPA's 
experience  in  spill  response  and 
remediation  and  knowledge  of 
watershed  processes.  The 
recommendations  include  greater 
setback  distances  for  critical  water 
resources  such  as  drinking  water 
sources  and  smaller  setbacks  for  less 
critical  resources  such  as  ephemeral 
waters.  To  avoid  the  potential  for 
project  activities  to  contribute  to 

Water  Quality  Standards  violations 
and  to  provide  a  buffer  for 
attenuating  or  remediating  spills  and 
sediment  runoff,  we  recommend  the 
BLM  include  the  following  NSO 
setbacks  in  the  final  selected 
alternative.  These  setback  distances 
are  likely  to  be  protective  of  Planning 
Area  water  resources  in  most 
circumstances.  The  EPA  recognizes 
that  the  BLM  may  adjust  setback 
distances  during  project  permitting  to 
reflect  site-specific  conditions.  • 
Minimum  100-foot  NSO  setback  from 
slopes  greater  than  30%;  •  Minimum 
500-foot  NSO  setback  for  flowing 
waters  (rivers  and  streams)  or  100- 
year  floodplain,  whichever  is  greater; 

•  Minimum  500-foot.  NSO  setback  for 
lakes,  ponds  and  reservoirs,  wetland 
and  riparian  areas  and  springs;  • 
Minimum  750-foot  NSO  setback  for 
CWA  Section  303(d)  impaired 
waters;  •  Minimum  1 ,000-foot  NSO 
setback  for  state  or  federally 
designated  exceptional  waters;  • 
Minimum  1 00-foot  NSO  setback  for 
intermittent  and  ephemeral  streams; 
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and  •  NSO  within  ACECs  or  other 
valued  areas  where  important  aquatic 
resources  may  be  impacted. 

3. 

Phil 

Strobel 

U.S.  EPA 
Region  8 

246 

1  1 

Appendices 

Appendix  H,  Section  H.6.3,  notes  the 
BLM  will  conduct  additional  regional 
PGM  and  project-specific  modeling  if 
BLM-authorized  oil  and  activity  is 
predicted  to  cause  or  contribute  to 
effects  above  the  NAAQS  or  levels  of 
concern  for  AQRVs.  We  recommend 
stating  in  this  section  that  future  air 
quality  modeling  will  be  coordinated 
through  the  interagency  technical 
workgroup.  We  also  support  the 
commitment  that  the  BLM  would 
facilitate  an  interagency  process  to 
ensure  that  a  comprehensive  strategy 
is  developed  to  manage  air  quality 
impacts  from  future  oil  and  gas 
development  in  the  region,  and  that 
future  modeling  would  be  used  to 
identify  additional  mitigation. 

Appendix  H  has  been  updated. 

4. 

Phil 

Strobel 

U.S.  EPA 
Region  8 

246 

13 

Appendices 

The  Draft  EIS  recommends  an 
adaptive  management  strategy  for 
flexibility  meeting  management 
objectives,  and  refers  to  Appendix  D, 
Implementation  and  Monitoring,  for 
details.  We  note  that  only  the  air 
resources  adaptive  management  plan 
in  Appendix  l-l  specifies  adaptive 
management  plan  components  that 
would  be  utilized  for  managing  a 
resource.  BLM  plans  to  apply  an 
adaptive  management  approach  to 
continue  the  analysis  of  effects  of 
resource  impacts  and  make 
adjustments  that  benefit  the 
environment.  Because  this  RMP  relies 
on  adaptive  management  to  ensure 
resource  protections,  we  recommend 
the  RODs  include  enough  detail  to 
understand  which  decisions  are 
subject  to  adaptive  management,  what 
monitoring  will  be  done  to  evaluate 
the  effectiveness  of  those  decisions  in 
protecting  resources,  what  the 
thresholds  for  adaptive  action  are, 
what  adaptive  actions  would  be 

The  Record  of  Decision  will 
have  detailed  descriptions  of 
which  resources  will  use 
adaptive  management. 
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considered,  and  what  funding  levels 
are  required  to  be  sufficient  for  the 
life  of  the  RMP.  Given  uncertainties  in 
future  funding  for  monitoring,  it  is 
particularly  important  to  identify 
contingencies  should  funding  later 
prove  to  be  inadequate  to  ensure  the 
RMP's  resource  condition  objectives 
are  met. 

5. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

2 

Appendices 

Appendix  U  is  a  table  of  Management 
Actions.  For  Alternative  B,  one  is 
"Action:  New  roads  for  forest 
management  activities  would  not  be 
allowed."  On  the  face  of  it  this 
appears  to  be  black  and-  white 
restrictive,  however  since  the  draft 

Plan  fails  to  actually  define 
"Management  Actions"  this  is 
uncertain.  Other  Management 

Actions  are  not  written  in  prohibitive 
language  (i.e.,  "The  Judith  Mountains 
Scenic  ACEC  is  a  Fire  Management 
Category  C  in  the  Island  Ranges 

FMU")  so  the  lack  of  definition 
creates  confusion. 

Change  made.  The  term 
“Management  Actions”  has  been 
updated  for  clarity  in  the 
glossary. 

6. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

18 

Appendices 

The  Analysis  of  the  Management 
Situation  (AMS)  states,  "Appendix  F 
contains  a  complete  list  of  Montana 

BLM  sensitive  species  and  their 
habitat  requirements."  However  the 
AMS  on  the  website  has  no  Appendix 

F,  and  Sensitive  species  are 
mentioned  only  haphazardly  in  the 
draft  RMP. 

Appendix  E  of  the  RMP  EIS 
contains  a  list  of  special  status 
species  and  a  general  habitat 
description. 
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7. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

38 

Appendices 

There  are  two  species  of  significant 
concern  that  are  included  in 
introduction/reestablishment  projects 
across  the  western  United  States. 

One  of  these,  Ursus  arctos  (grizzly 
bear)  is  believed  by  BLM  to  be  of 
enough  importance  that  the  LFO 

RMP  dedicates  a  full,  326-page 
appendix  (Volume  III,  Appendix  K)  to 
it  with  the  Conservation  Strategy  for 
the  Grizzly  Bear  in  the  Northern 
Continental  Divide  Ecosystem.  The 
document,  included  in  the  LFO/RMP 
Appendix  K,  is  silent  on  the  work  by 
the  Committee  on  the  Status  of 
Endangered  Wildlife  in  Canada 
(COSEWIC)  or  its  Assessment  and 
Status  Report  on  the  Grizzly  Bear, 
Ursus  arctos.  Further,  there  is  also  no 
mention  of  the  International  Union 
for  the  Conservation  of  Nature  and 
Natural  Resources  (IUCN),  the  IUCN 
"Red  List  of  Threatened  Species,"  or 
the  amended  version  of  its 
assessment  for  Ursus  arctos  -  Brown 
Bear.  The  COSEWIC  and  ICUN 
assessments  of  the  status  of  Ursus 
arctos  are  crucial  to  understanding 
the  status  of  the  species  and  whether 
the  proposed  grizzly  bear 
introduction  within  the  LFO  RMP 
planning  area  is  justifiable  to  maintain 
viability.  Failing  to  integrate 
fundamental  information  by 

COSEWIC,  and  the  IUCN  into  a 
policy  contained  within  the  LFO  RMP 
will  result  in  a  flawed  policy  for  grizzly 
bear  management. 

The  BLM  is  a  signatory  to  the 
MOU  for  the  Northern 
Continental  Divide  Ecosystem 
Grizzly  Bear  Conservation 
Strategy.  Agencies  signing  the 
Conservation  Strategy  agree  to 
use  their  authority  to  maintain 
and  enhance  the  recovered 
status  of  grizzly  bear  by 
implementing  the  actions 
described  in  the  document  to 
ultimately  delist  grizzly  bears. 

The  information  (Appendix  K) 
has  been  removed  from  the 
document  but  is  cited  in  the 
document  and  still  available  to 
the  public  online.  BLM  relies  on 
the  Conservation  Strategy 
outlined  in  the  EIS  as  one  of  the 
goals  and  objectives. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-17 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Appendices) 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

8. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

31 

Appendices 

RFD  estimates  1 ,885, 1 00  bbls  of 
produced  oil  and  9,797,000  Mcf  of 
produced  gas  could  be  recovered 
from  the  active  wells  in  the  planning 
area  over  the  life  of  the  plan.  1 58  The 
RFD  does  not  provide  any  of  the 
numbers  it  used  to  calculate  these 
estimations.  For  example,  the  RFD 
does  not  make  clear  how  many  of  the 
currently  producing  wells  in  the  area 
it  expects  to  continue  to  produce  and 
at  what  rate  (though  it  does  assert 
that  production  overall  is  expected  to 
continue  on  its  historical  downward 
trend),  and  it  does  not  clarify  the 
output  estimations  for  the  expected 
new  producing  wells.  It  is  not  clear 
why  the  BLM  believes  its  1 59 
estimated  amounts  could  be 
recovered,  and  where  that  recovery 
would  take  place.  158  Reasonable 
Foreseeable  Development  Scenario, 
pg.  28.  159  Of  the  633  wells  expected 
to  be  drilled,  only  1  19  are  estimated 
to  produce  oil  and  only  64  are 
expected  to  produce  natural  gas  over 
the  entire  life  of  the  plan.  Id.,  pg.  27. 

The  number  of  barrels  is  based 
on  the  wells,  so  it  is 
extrapolated  from  number  of 
wells  (Tables  1,  3,  4  and  5)  of 
the  RFD  and  decline  curves  for 
existing  wells  extrapolated  to 
future  wells  using  the  best 
estimates  per  the  RFD.  Oil  and 
gas  volume  calculations  are 
described  on  pg.28  of  the  RFD 
Scenario  for  Oil  and  Gas 

Activities. 
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9. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

32 

Appendices 

The  RFD  fails  to  calculate  the  social 
cost  of  this  industrial  development:  it 
does  not  address  the  economic  and 
social  value  of  hunting  (both  as  local 
activity  and  its  tourism  impact)  that 
would  be  lost,  nor  does  not  address 
the  cost  of  carbon  on  society  not 
accounted  for  in  industrial  bottom 
lines  (in  terms  of  air  pollution  and 
climate  change).  The  amount  of  fossil 
fuels  expected  to  be  recovered  over 
the  life  of  this  RMP  is  astonishing 
miniscule,  but  the  cost  to  Montana's 
outdoor  heritage  with  grazing, 
hunting,  fishing,  and  quite  recreation 
imperiled  by  such  development  is 
immeasurable.  Overall,  none  of  this 
analysis  in  the  RFD  nor  the 
statements  in  the  draft  RMP  supports 
the  sentence  at  the  beginning  of  the 
report  that  the  planning  area  has 
"high  potential"  for  oil  and  gas 
development.  Given  the  unexplained 
changes  made  to  the  WSR  report 
explained  earlier  in  these  comments, 
we  are  concerned  that  the  agency 
may  have  altered  this  one  sentence  to 
provide  a  cover  of  support  for  the  oil 
and  gas  leasing  proposals  in  the  20 1 9 
RMP. 

See  figure  1  1  of  the  RFD,  which 
shows  conventional  oil  and 
natural  gas  development 
potential  within  the  Lewistown 
Planning  Area,  This  shows 
negligible,  very  low,  low  and 
moderate  development 
potential. 
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10. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

452 

33 

Appendices 

The  RFD  accounts  only  for  recovery 

BLM  accounted  for  new 

Wilderness 

available  with  today's  technology.  It 

technology  within  the  numbers 

Association 

does  not  account  for  the  potential  for 

as  generated  (i.e.,  horizontal 

more  recovery  with  technological 

drilling  was  included  within  the 

advances.  While  the  agency  cannot 

figures).  From  2011  to  current, 

speculate  how  the  industry  will 

1 7  horizontal  wells  have  been 

change  in  the  next  1 0,  20,  or  30 

drilled  within  the  study  area  and 

years,  it  is  not  unreasonable  to 

only  two  were  relatively 

consider  that  new  technology  will  be 

successful.  Horizontal  drilling 

developed.  Combined  with  changes  in 

has  its  place,  but  until  an 

the  market,  this  could  mean  that 

economically  viable  formation  is 

areas  with  currently  predicted  low 

discovered,  horizontal  drilling 

and  negligible  fields  could  become 

applications  will  be  limited.  Oil 

much  for  viable  to  the  oil  and  gas 

and  gas  operators  that  have 

industry.  This  is  a  reasonably 

historically  worked  in  this  area 

foreseeable  direct  impact  this 

were  also  asked  for  input  in 

planning  process  needs  to  account 

regards  to  long  term  drilling 

for. 

plans  which  was  included  as  part 
of  the  projected  well  density 
map. 

X.3.3  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  and  Outstanding  Natural  Areas 
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1. 

Mike 

Barney 

1  18 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

1  sincerely  request  you  replace 
protections  on  all  ACECs  and 
prohibit  O&G  and  mineral 
development  on  these  wild  and 
wonderful  places  that  are  of  extreme 
value  to  all  citizens. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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2. 

Laurie 

Lohrer 

126 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

1  urge  protection  of  all  existing  Areas 
of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
ACEC's  (specifically  Collar  Gulch, 
Square  Butte  and  Judith  Mountain)  to 
protect  the  resources  for  which  they 
were  created,  and  prohibit  oil  and  gas 
leasing,  and  other  development  that 
would  threaten  the  resources,  in 
accordance  with  federal  law  and  BLM 
regulations.  The  draft  plan  provides 
no  justification  for  the  elimination  of 
these  areas. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 

3. 

Michael 

Stock 

131 

5 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Restore  protections  for  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and  Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs),  such  as  Ear  Mountain, 
Blind  Horse  Chute  Mountain,  Deep 
Creek,  and  Battle  Creek.  The 
protections  were  scrapped  in  the 
current  draft  plan  without 
explanation.  These  areas  should  be 
protected  as  required  by  federal  law 
and  BLM  regulations. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs  In  addition,  the 
draft  EIS  provided  a  range  of 
alternatives  regarding  ACECs. 

4. 

Michael 

Stock 

131 

6 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Enhance  protection  for  essential 
habitat  areas  such  as  Judith  Mountain, 
Collar  Gulch,  Square  Butte,  and  Acid- 
Shale  Pine  Forest  by  designating  them 
as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACECs). 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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5. 

Tony 

Bynum 

138 

2 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

The  BLM  must  protect  all  existing 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (including  Collar  Gulch, 

Square  Butte,  Judith  Mountain,  and 
Acid-Shale  Pine  Forest)  to  protect  the 
resources  for  which  they  were 
created,  and  prohibit  oil  and  gas 
leasing,  and  other  development  that 
would  threaten  the  resources 
protected  by  ACEC  management,  in 
accordance  with  federal  law  and  BLM 
regulations.  This  plan  provides  no 
justification  for  the  elimination  of 
these  areas. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 

6. 

Tony 

Bynum 

138 

3 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

The  BLM  must  protect  ACECs  that 
are  also  Outstanding  Natural  Areas 
(ONAs)  along  the  Rocky  Mountain 
Front  (Blind  Horse,  Chute  Mountain, 
Deep  Creek/Battle  Creek,  and  Ear 
Mountain).  They  must  continue  to  be 
managed  for  their  outstanding  values, 
in  accordance  with  federal  law  and 

BLM  regulations.  This  plan  provides 
no  justification  for  the  elimination  of 
these  areas. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 

7. 

Hugo 

Turek 

Friends  of  the 
Missouri  Breaks 
National 
Monument 

140 

2 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

We  note  that  Alternative  C  would 
eliminate  all  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern.  This  is 
unexplained  and  also  unacceptable. 
Specific  to  our  area,  the  many  values 
of  Square  Butte,  a  magnificent  and 
iconic  formation  near  Stanford  in 
north-central  Montana,  would  not  be 
protected  if  Congress  were  to  drop 
its  Wilderness  Study  Area 
designation.  The  ACEC  for  Square 

Butte  should  be  retained  and 
expanded  to  2,700  acres. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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8. 

Kathleen 

Hadley 

142 

4 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Do  not  scrap  the  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  and 
Outstanding  Natural  Areas  such  as 

Ear  Mountain,  Blind  Horse  Chute 
Mountain,  Deep  Creek,  and  Battle 
Creek.  These  areas  must  be  managed 
correctly  by  federal  law  and  BLM 
regulations. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 

9. 

Gordon 

Whirry 

147 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

The  areas  in  question  are  essential 
Montana  landscapes-breaks,  buttes, 
streams  and  intact  native  grasslands 
which  provide  habitat  for  world-class 
big  game  populations.  They  directly 
adjoin  areas  deemed  worthy  of 
protection  such  as  the  Upper 

Missouri  River  Breaks  National 
Monument,  the  UL  Bend  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  and  the  Charles  M. 
Russel  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  The 

AC  EC  lands  are  currently  protected 
due  to  their  exceptional  cultural, 
geological,  habitat  and  scenic  values. 
These  should  remain. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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10. 

Patrick 

Hanley 

174 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Under  a  Alternative  proposed  in  the 
RMP,  responsible  and  reasonably 
regulated  mineral  exploration  and 
development  should  be  allowed. 

Mining  activities  have  been  conducted 
in  the  ACEC  area  for  over  100  years. 
The  mining  activity  -  even  before 
comprehensive  restrictions  that  have 
evolved  over  the  past  50  -  has  not 
damaged  the  ACEC  area  or  caused 
any  negative  or  positive  impact  to  the 
WCT  or  the  Tate- Potter  cave  bats, 
or  recreational  use  or  any  other 
responsible  multiple  use  activities. 
Carefully  developed  mitigation  of 
mining  impact  in  the  ACEC  and 
surrounding  area,  including 
reclamation  and  hazardous  material 
management,  provide  significant 
protection  of  the  recreational  and 
preservation  objective  natural 
resources.  Restrictions  preventing  or 
creating  excessive  regulation  on 
mining  have  a  significant  negative 
impact  on  social  and  economic 
conditions  of  the  local  and  state 
economy. 

Mining  is  regulated  under  the 

1 872  Mining  Act.  There  are  no 
withdrawals  proposed  under  the 
proposed  action. 
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1  1. 

Bill 

Cunningham 

175 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 
Outstanding  Natural 
Areas  (ONAs) 


All  8  of  the  existing  ACECs  should  be 
maintained  in  their  current  status  and, 
in  some  cases,  expanded.  I've  hunted 
and/or  hiked  in  every  one  of  these 
unique  places.  One  of  my  favorite 
outings  is  on  the  popular  Collar  Peak 
trail.  Here  one  can  find  the 
easternmost  population  of  genetically 
pure  west  slope  cutthroat  trout  as 
well  as  the  Tate-Poetter  Cave.  In  the 
Judith  Mountains  I've  visited  Crystal 
Cave.  I've  roamed  in  the  Acid  Shale- 
Pine  Forest  ACEC  (also  a  RNA)  and 
marveled  at  unique  plant  communities 
found  nowhere  else  in  Montana.  One 
of  the  most  iconic  landmarks  in  the 
Northern  Great  Plains  is  Square 
Butte,  which  I've  climbed  several 
times  with  student  groups  learning 
about  its  amazing  geology  and  wildlife. 
The  four  ACECs  along  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Front  are  among  the  most 
dramatic  features  of  the  Front  due  to 
their  "Front  of  the  Front"  location. 
Their  inclusion  in  the  Conservation 
Management  Area  established  as  part 
of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act  of  20 1 4  more  than 
justifies  continued  ACEC  and  ONA 
status  as  an  added  layer  of 
administrative  protection.  To  do 
otherwise  is  to  violate  the  spirit  and 
letter  of  the  RMF  Heritage  Act. 


ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 
Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 
Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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Lewistown  Proposed  Resource 


ionse  (Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  and  Outstanding  Natural  Areas) 


Comment  Code 
Name 


Comment  Text 


Response 


Areas  of  Critical  In  response  to  Volume  I  of  the  Draft  The  RMP  is  a  programmatic 

Environmental  Concern  Lewistown  Resource  Management  level  document.  Specific 

(ACECs)  and  Plan,  at  Section  4.4. 1 ,  page  4- 1 70  and  implementation  actions  would 

Outstanding  Natural  171,  what  type  of  wildlife  habitat  be  developed  on  a  site  by  site 

Areas  (ONAs)  protection  and  enhancement  basis  following  a  record  of 

structures  would  be  developed  by  the  decision.  Site  specific  travel 
BLM  to  emphasis  the  protection  of  planning  would  be  conducted 
the  westslope  cutthroat  trout  after  the  RMP.  Refer  to 

population?  And  how  limited  would  Appendix  U  for  ACEC 
the  “nonmotorized  recreational  use”  management  actions.  If 
be?  In  other  words,  would  appropriate,  in-stream  pool 

“motorized”  recreational  use  be  forming/enhancement  structures 

considered?  What  documentation  would  be  used  to  improve 

does  the  BLM  have  that  the  cutthroat  habitat.  The 

westslope  cutthroat  trout  population  documentation  that  supports 
needs  to  be  under  protection?  the  premise  that  westslope 

cutthroat  trout  need  to  be 
""protected"",  is  the  2007  MOU 
and  Conservation  strategy  for 
Cutthroat  trout  and  the  BLM  IM 
designating  ""sensitive  species"" 
as  ""Special  Status  Species"" 
affording  them  a  higher  level  of 
""protection""  from  adverse 
effects  associated  with  BLM 
authorized  activities.  Under  the 
proposed  plan,  Collar  Gulch  will 
be  managed  as  an  SRMA  which 
designates  travel  as  limited. 
Future  site  specific  travel 
planning  for  Travel  Management 
Areas  will  be  completed  to 
determine  designations  of 
individual  routes. 
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13. 

Jamie 

Hanley 

178 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

If  any  of  the  proposed  Alternatives, 
besides  Alternative  C  to  eliminate  the 
ACEC,  is  implemented,  does  the  BLM 
have  access  to  the  private  lands 
affecting  the  ACEC  area  in  potential 
Alternatives  besides  Alternative  C?  In 
the  past,  access  has  been  granted. 
However,  in  the  future,  if  landowners 
do  not  provide  access,  how  does  the 
BLM  propose  to  obtain  said  access,  if 
any?  1  will  be  a  future  landowner  in 
Collar  Gulch  and  ask  the  BLM  for  its 
plan  on  how  it  is  going  to 
communicate  and  work  with  me  as  a 
landowner  within  any  proposed 
future  ACEC? 

Specific  access  issues  are  not 
being  addressed  at  the  RMP 
level.  BLM  works  with  affected 
landowners  when  necessary. 

14. 

Beau 

Behan 

188 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

1618  acres  was  included  in  the  Collar 
Gulch  ACEC  in  1994.  A  species  of 
WCT  planted  in  Collar  Creek  in  the 
early  1 940's,  contrary  to  other  beliefs. 
The  ACEC  severely  restricts  public 
access  via  vehicle,  but  there  is  no 
positive  or  negative  impact  on  the 
WCT.  There  is  absolutely  no  need 
for  the  ACEC  designation  of 
restricting  public  access,  education, 
and  enjoyment.  There  are  more 
negative  potentials  if  the  ACEC  is 
designated.  Nothing  in  the  RMP 
provides  the  results  of  25  years  of 
ACEC.  This  information  should  be 
available  in  the  RMP. 

The  Relevance  and  Importance 
section  of  the  ACEC  report 
discloses  the  values  of  these 

areas. 
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15. 

James 

Mitchell 

194 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

The  plan  recommends  expansion  of 
the  existing  ACEC  by  over  1000 
acres  to  protect  the  watershed.  This 
is  not  necessary.  A  recently 
conducted  study  was  conducted  by 
Montana  Bureau  of  Mines  and 

Geology  that  concluded  the  naturally 
occurring  streams  and  springs  have  a 
ph  reading  of  1  or  2.  This  is  not  from 
mining  impacts.  The  only  effluent 
coming  from  mining  activity  has  a  ph 

6  which  enhances  the  water  quality 
enough  for  the  fish  to  exist,  The  area 
should  not  be  expanded  to  eliminate 
the  mining  activity  that  has  improved 
the  environmental  conditions  rather 
than  degraded  it. 

Collar  Gulch  is  not  being 
proposed  as  an  ACEC  in  the 
proposed  plan,  but  is  being 
proposed  within  a  SRMA. 

Mining  is  regulated  under  the 

1 872  Mining  Act.  There  are  no 
withdrawals  proposed  under  the 
proposed  action. 

16. 

George 

Alderson 

196 

2 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

ACEC:  We  deplore  the  deletion  of  all 
Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  in  Alternative  C.  FLPMA 
calls  for  ACECs  where  special 
management  attention  is  needed  to 
protect  important  historical,  cultural, 
and  scenic  values,  or  fish  and  wildlife 
or  other  natural  resources. 

Specifically  we  request  ACEC  status 
be  continued  for  Square  Butte  and 
expanded  to  2,700  acres. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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17. 

Andrew 

McKean 

206 

3 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Restore  protections  of  the  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  that 
were  in  the  draft  plan  for  Judith 
Mountain,  Collar  Gulch,  Square  Butte, 
and  the  quirky  Acid-Shale  Pine  Forest. 
And  restore  the  no-surface- 
occupancy  provisions  of  the  initial 
plan  for  areas  within  the  designated 
Core  Sage  Grouse  Area. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs.  In  addition,  all 
priority  Sage  Grouse 
management  areas  will  be  NSO. 

In  addition,  all  priority  Sage 

Grouse  management  areas  will 
be  NSO. 

18. 

Harvey 

Nyberg 

209 

5 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

BLM  has  removed  existing  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and  failed  to  protect  any 
future  areas  as  ACECs.  ACEQ's  are 
critical  for  protecting  the  wildlife  and 
environmental  values  of  these  areas 
public  lands.  All  areas  nominated  as 
ACECs  have  been  shown  to  have 
important  historical,  cultural,  and 
scenic  values,  or  fish  and  wildlife  or 
other  resources.  ACECs  protect 
areas  with  resources  that  would  be 
impossible  to  replace.  The  historic, 
cultural,  scenic  and  wildlife  values  of 
each  of  these  proposed  ACECs 
would  be  destroyed  and  therefore 
need  the  official  designation  of  ACEC. 
These  existing  ACECs  under  the 
current  preferred  alternative  would 
lose  their  protections  in  violation  of 
FLPMA.  They  must  remain  ACECs: 
Acid-  Shale  Pine  Forest,  Blind  Horse 
Creek,  Chute  Mountain,  Collar 

Gulch,  Deep  Creek/Battle  Creek,  Ear 
Mountain,  Judith  Mountains,  Square 
Butte.  The  following  proposed  new 
or  expanded  ACECs  must  be 
designated  as  ACECs  to  protect 
paleontological,  geological,  scenic, 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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wildlife,  and  cultural  values:  Blacktail 
Creek,  Collar  Gulch-Proposed 
Expansion,  Judith  Mountains- 
Proposed  Expansion  to  include 

Crystal  Cave,  and  Sun  River.  In 
addition  to  protecting  the  resources 
within  these  proposed  ACEC's,  these 
areas  contribute  to  the  economic 
vitality  and  stability  of  the  towns 
around  them.  The  EIS  states  "No 
areas  would  be  designated  as  ACECs; 
therefore,  there  would  be  no  special 
management  for  the  protection  of  the 
relevant  and  important  values  of  the 
potential  ACECs,  which  could  limit 
surface  disturbing  activities  and 
indirectly  benefit  fish  and  aquatic 
communities".  Taking  away  ACEC 
protections  that  benefit  fish  and 
aquatic  communities  is  not  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  public  and  the 
communities  involved. 
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19. 

LAUREL 

WILLIAMS 

The  Pew 
Charitable 

T  rusts 

212 

5 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Eliminating  existing  ACECs  and 
proposing  no  new  ACEC  protections 
leaves  the  values  deemed  to  be 
relevant  and  important  with  few 
administrative  defenses  from 
extractive  activities.  The  DRMP  fails 
to  provide  sufficient  justification  for 
and  proper  consideration  of  all 
impacts  associated  with  this  proposed 
change  in  management  for  areas 
previously  determined  to  contain 
relevant  and  important  values. 
Furthermore,  our  review  of  the 
scoping  summary  reveals  there  was 
no  request  from  the  public  for 
elimination  of  ACECs.  Accordingly,  it 
appears  to  be  emerging  Bureau  policy 
to  eliminate  all  existing  ACECs  in 
planning  efforts.  Recommendation:  To 
fulfill  its  obligation  under  FLPMA,  BLM 
needs  to  add  protective  management 
in  the  Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS  for  the 
four  existing  ACEC's  and  four  existing 
outstanding  natural  areas  identified  by 
BLM's  Lewistown  Interdisciplinary 

Team  to  still  contain  relevant  and 
important  values. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 

20. 

Derrick 

Strieker 

226 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

The  Collar  Gulch  ACEC  created  in 

1 994  is  unnecessary  and  substantially 
reduces  public  access,  education,  and 
enjoyment  by  families  and  a  myriad  of 
other  valuable  uses.  The  potential  for 
responsible,  ethical,  and  sustainable 
development  of  mineral  resources, 
education,  and  reform  is  essential  to 
the  community  and  personhoods 
responsible  for  the  area. 

The  Collar  Gulch  ACEC  is  being 
proposed  within  a  SRMA. 
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21. 

Derrick 

Strieker 

227 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Alternative  B  and  D  include  the 
addition  of  Chicago  Gulch  to  Collar 
Gulch  ACEC.  The  primary  purpose  is 
to  protect  a  species  of  WCT  that 
might  reside  in  certain  streams  in  the 
area.  Unlike  Collar  stream,  which  has 
natural  occurring  barriers  preventing 
brook  trout  or  other  species  from 
entering  the  stream,  the  WCT 
habitats  would  be  readily  accessible 
by  other  fish  species.  Possible 
expansion  into  Chicago  Gulch  should 
be  removed  from  the  RMP  or  an 
exploration 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  Collar 
Gulch  is  being  proposed  as  an 
SRMA.  Design  features  for 
westslope  cutthroat  trout  are 
included  in  Appendix  F  and  apply 
to  any  surface  disturbing  activity. 

22. 

Alex 

Hasson 

236 

2 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

ACECs  that  are  also  Outstanding 
Natural  Areas  (ONAs)  along  the 

Rocky  Mountain  Front  (Blind  Horse, 
Chute  Mountain,  Deep  Creek/Battle 
Creek,  and  Ear  Mountain)  must  be 
managed  for  those  outstanding  values, 
in  accordance  with  federal  law  and 

BLM  regulations.  This  plan  provides 
no  justification  for  the  elimination  of 
these  areas. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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23. 

Colin 

Cooney 

Trout 

Unlimited 

244 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Lands  managed  as  ACECs  help  to 
protect  fragile  fish  and  aquatic 
communities  by  restricting  other 
resource  uses.  Specifically,  Collar 

Gulch  Creek  currently  supports  an 
at-risk  population  of  genetically  pure 
westslope  cutthroat  trout  that 
represent  the  eastern-most 
population  of  WCT.  Given  the  size  of 
this  population  and  the  limited 
amount  of  available  habitat,  this 
unique  population  is  at  risk  for 
extirpation  and  any  habitat 
degradation  -  or  risk  of  degradation  - 
is  unacceptable.  Continued 
management  of  the  Collar  Gulch 

ACEC  ( 1 ,500  acres)  is  necessary  for 
continued  protection  to  the  WCT 
and  maintenance  or  improvement  of 
its  habitat.  Additionally,  areas  like  the 
Sun  River  ACEC  is  designated  to 
protect  cultural  resources,  but 
aquatic  species  would  also  be 
protected  by  restrictions  on  resource 
use  activities  that  disturb  soil,  remove 
vegetation,  and  effect  water  quality.  If 
these  areas  lose  the  ACEC 
designation,  it  would  be  open  or 
available  to  such  surface  disturbing 
activities  as  commercial  timber 
harvest,  energy  and  mineral 
development.  According  to  the  draft 
RMP,  "these  types  of  activities  can 
cause  soil  erosion  and  impair  water 
quality  and  habitat  for  westslope 
cutthroat  trout  in  the  area." 

Removing  all  these  designations  is 
unnecessary  and  goes  against  the 

BLMs  mandate,  and  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  and  Conservation 
Agreement  for  Westslope  Cutthroat 
and  Yellowstone  Cutthroat  Trout  in 
Montana  2007,  to  protect  and 
enhance  conservation  populations  of 
WCT  and  manage  the  land  in  a 
balanced  manner. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  Collar 
Gulch  is  being  proposed  as  an 
SRMA.  Design  features  for 
westslope  cutthroat  trout  are 
included  in  Appendix  F  and  fluid 
mineral  leasing  stipulations  are 
included  in  Appendix  L.  These 
would  provide  necessary 
protections  for  aquatic  species, 
include  westslope  cutthroat 
trout. 
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24. 

Phil 

Strobel 

U.S.  EPA 
Region  8 

246 

5 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  A  number  of  ACECs  are 
designated  for  management  under 
Alternatives  A,  B,  and  D.  The  agency 
s  preferred  alternative,  Alternative 

C,  does  not  designate  any  ACECs.  In 
the  Draft  EIS,  many  of  these  ACECs 
are  proposed  to  protect  fragile 
watersheds,  water  quality,  and 
sensitive  aquatic  species  habitat  (i.e. 
westslope  cutthroat  trout,  a  BLM 
sensitive  species).  We  recommend 
the  BLM's  final  selected  alternative 
include  ACECs  to  protect  critical 
aquatic  resources  and  sensitive 
aquatic  species  values.  We  also 
recommend  for  alternatives  lacking 
ACEC  designations,  that  I3LM  discuss 
how  those  alternatives  will  maintain 

PFC  or  move  aquatic  resources 
toward  PFC. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 

25. 

Laura 

King 

Western 
Environmental 
Law  Center 

257 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

BLM  Must  Designate  and  Protect 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern.  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  are  defined  in 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 

Management  Act  (FLPMA)  as  "areas 
within  the  public  lands  where  special 
management  attention  is  required  to 
protect  and  prevent  irreparable 
damage  to  important  historical, 
cultural,  or  scenic  values;  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  or  other  natural 
systems  of  processes;  or  to  protect 
life  and  safety  from  natural  hazards." 

43  U.S.C.  §  1 702(a).  FLPMA  mandates 
that  the  Secretary  "give  priority  to 
the  designation  and  protection  of 
areas  of  critical  environmental 
concern"  in  developing  and  revising 
land  use  plans.  43  U.S.C.  §  1712(c)(3). 
"The  ACEC  provisions  not  only 
afford  BLM  the  opportunity  to 
implement  conservation  measures, 
but  direct  that  the  agency  do  so  in  its 
planning  for  and  administration  of 
these  special  areas  of  the  public 
lands."  Karin  P.  Sheldon  &  Pamela 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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Baldwin,  Areas  of  Critical 

Environmental  Concern:  FLPMA's 
Unfulfilled  Conservation  Mandate,  28 
Colo.  Nat.  Resources,  Energy  &  Envtl 

L.  Rev.  1,10  (2017).  BLM  regulations 
for  implementing  the  ACEC 
provisions  of  FLPMA  regulations  are 
found  at  43  C.F.R.  1 610.7-2,  which 
provide:  Areas  having  potential  for 
Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACEC)  designation  and 
protection  management  shall  be 
identified  and  considered  throughout 
the  resource  management  planning 
process,  (a)  The  inventory  data  shall 
be  analyzed  to  determine  whether 
there  are  areas  containing  resources, 
values,  systems  or  processes  or 
hazards  eligible  for  further 
consideration  for  designation  as  an 
ACEC.  In  order  to  be  a  potential 

ACEC,  both  of  the  following  criteria 
shall  be  met:  (1)  Relevance.  There 
shall  be  present  a  significant  historic, 
cultural,  or  scenic  value;  a  fish  or 
wildlife  resource  or  other  natural 
system  or  process;  or  natural  hazard. 

(2)  Importance.  The  above  described 
value,  resource,  system,  process,  or 
hazard  shall  have  substantial 
significance  and  values.  This  generally 
requires  qualities  of  more  than  local 
significance  and  special  worth, 
consequence,  meaning, 
distinctiveness,  or  cause  for  concern. 

A  natural  hazard  can  be  important  if  it 
is  a  significant  threat  to  human  life  or 
property.  Where  a  management 
decision  about  the  designation  of 
ACECs  "[gives]  no  analysis  in 
connection  with  the  required  FLMPA 
standards"  but  rather  "appears  to  be 
based  on  political  concerns,"  that 
decision  is  arbitrary  and  capricious.  S. 
Utah  Wilderness  All.  v.  Burke,  981  F. 
Supp.  2d  1099,  1  1  14  (D.  Utah  2013). 
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26. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

5 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Why  were  these  areas  designated  as 
ACECs  and  why  is  the  protection 
provided  by  this  designation  no 
longer  needed?  ACECs  are  an 
important  element  of  BLM's  statutory 
duties  to  important  public  resources, 
and  the  preferred  alternative 
circumvents  that  duty.  Alternative  B, 
on  the  other  hand,  offers  the  best  and 
most  reasonable  protections  for 
these  important  areas. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 

27. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

6 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Designation  of  the  Collar  Gulch 

ACEC  demonstrated  BLM's 
commitment  to  the  2007 

Memorandum  of  Understanding  and 
Conservation  Agreement  for 

Westslope  Cutthroat  Trout  and 
Yellowstone  Cutthroat  Trout  in 
Montana.  As  a  signatory  to  the 
document,  State  Director  Gene 

Terland  expressed  the  BLM's 
intention  to  adopt  the  Goals  and 
Objectives  of  the  MOU/CA.  "By 
signing  this  Agreement,  the 
signatories  accept  the  goals  and 
objectives  contained  herein,  will 
incorporate  them  into  their 
respective  planning  and  budgeting 
processes,  and  will  strive  to 
accomplish  the  goals  and  objectives  as 
defined  by  the  criteria  below." 

Objective  1  of  the  MOU/CA  seeks  to 
"Maintain,  secure,  and/or  enhance  all 
cutthroat  trout  populations 
designated  as  conservation 
populations,  especially  the  pure 
components."  Protecting  occupied 
streams  from  development  and 
human-caused  impacts  is  key  to  that 
objective,  which  is  also  the  specific 
purpose  of  the  Collar  Gulch  ACEC. 
Objective  3  of  the  MOU/CA  asks  the 
signatories:  "Seek  collaborative 
opportunities  to  restore  and/or 
expand  each  cutthroat  trout 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  Collar 
Gulch  is  being  proposed  as  an 
SRMA.  Design  features  for 
westslope  cutthroat  trout  are 
included  in  Appendix  F.  These 
would  provide  necessary 
protections  for  aquatic  species, 
including  westslope  cutthroat 
trout.  In  addition,  these 
conservation  measures  meet  the 
criteria  of  the  MOU.  The  MOU 
objective  most  applicable  to 

BLM  administered  lands  reads 
“Maintain,  secure,  and/or 
enhance  all  cutthroat  trout 
populations  designated  as 
conservation  populations, 
especially  the  genetically  pure 
components”.  To  satisfy  this 
objective,  the  BLM  will  require  a 
number  of  design  features  and 
stipulations  designed  to 
conserve  water  quality  and 
aquatic  habitat,  as  listed  in 
Appendix  F. 
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subspecies  into  selected  suitable 
habitats  within  their  respective 
historical  ranges."  This  could  be 
accomplished  with  the  introduction  of 
westslope  cutthroat  trout  into 

Chicago  Gulch,  as  mentioned  in  the 
ACEC  description.  Is  the  BLM 
proposing  to  pull  out  of  this 

MOU/CA  or  not  honor  the 
recommendations?  This  issue  is  not 
addressed  in  the  analysis. 

28. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

7 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

The  popular  Collar  Peak  hiking  trail  is 
also  within  the  ACEC,  as  are  the 
Tate-Potter  Cave  resources.  The 
Tate-Potter  Cave  The  Tate-Poetter 
Cave  is  significant  because  it  provides 
bat  habitat  and  the  Crystal  Cave  is 
significant  because  of  recreational 
activities,  such  as  spelunking.  How 
will  the  BLM  manage  these  cave 
resources  for  their  protection  and 
use?  The  cave  also  contains  a  winter 
bat  hibernaculum  for  Townsend's  big- 
eared  bat,  a  BLM  sensitive  species. 

How  will  this  sensitive  species  be 
managed? 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  Collar 
Gulch  is  being  proposed  as  an 
SRMA.  Design  features  for  bats 
are  included  in  Appendix  F  and 
Appendix  L.  These  would 
provide  necessary  protections 
for  winter  bat  hibernaculum  for 
Townsend's  big-eared  bats  and 
cave  resources. 
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29. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

8 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Square  Butte  was  designated  as  an 
ACEC  to  protect  cultural  sites,  scenic 
qualities,  wildlife,  and  rare  geologic 
features  unique  to  Montana,  and 
overlaps  with  the  area's  WSA  status. 
Square  Butte's  cultural  significance  for 
indigenous  peoples'  cannot  be 
overstated.  The  area  protected  as  the 
ACEC  and  WSA  contains  substantial, 
numerous,  and  varied  sites  of  cultural 
importance.  The  number,  type, 
density,  and  intact  quality  of  these 
cultural  resources  is  exceedingly  rare. 
Additionally,  the  Butte  is  home  to  elk, 
deer,  mountain  goats,  falcons,  and 
many  other  wildlife  species.  These 
resources  are  not  contained  only  to 
the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  ACEC 
and  WSA,  though,  which  is  why  the 
ACEC  report,  and  Alternative  B, 
suggest  expanding  the  area  of 
protection  by  increasing  the  size  of 
the  ACEC.  Complimenting  the  ACEC 
designation,  at  least  two  of  the 
surrounding  lands  owners  have 
obtained  conservation  easements  on 
their  lands  to  preserve  the  character 
of  the  area.  Although  a  Square  Butte 
is  also  a  Wilderness  Study  Area,  it 
was  not  recommended  by  the  BLM  as 
suitable  for  Wilderness,  therefore, 
the  protections  provided  as  an  WSA 
may  well  be  eliminated  when 

Congress  acts  on  it  WSA  status.  The 
ACEC  designation  is  needed  to 
provide  clear  management  direction 
to  ensure  that  the  values  for  which  it 
was  created  will  remain  as  they  are 
and  be  consistent  with  surrounding 
lands. 

Actions  have  been  included  in 
the  WSA  section  to  address 
management  in  the  event  Square 
Butte  was  released  from  WSA 

status. 

X-38 


Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  and  Outstanding  Natural  Areas) 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

30. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

9 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Acid  Shale-Pine  Forest  is  also  a 

Research  Natural  Area  (RNA) 
because  of  its  unique  plant 
communities  on  the  prairie:  rare  soils 
found  in  this  ACEC  support  unique 
communities  of  plants  not  found 
elsewhere  in  Montana.  The  Volberg 
soils  of  the  War  Horse  area  give  rise 
to  terrestrial  plants  endemic  only  to 
these  types  of  acidic  soils.  This 
ACEC/RNA  allows  for  scientific 
research  and  observation  of  these 
communities,  which  is  particularly 
important  as  climate  change  impacts 
sensitive  terrestrial  ecosystems.  The 
thick  stands  of  pine  that  that  make  up 
the  two  units  of  this  ACEC  stand  out 
noticeably  and  abruptly  against  the 
lower  profile  of  the  surrounding 
grassland,  providing  important  shelter 
and  sources  of  food  for  elk,  mule 
deer,  and  pronghorn  moving  across 
the  grasslands. 

ACECs  including  acid  shale-pine 
forest  and  relevant  management 
actions  have  been  included  in 
the  proposed  plan. 

31. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

10 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Judith  Mountain  Scenic  ACEC  helps 
preserve  the  south-facing  side  of  the 
Judiths,  which  create  the 
quintessential  backdrop  to 

Lewistown,  emblemized  on  the 
town's  welcome  signs.  The  Judiths  are 
regionally  important  as  the  eastern¬ 
most  forested  island  mountain  range 
in  Montana.  It  is  a  popular  recreation 
area  for  hiking,  particularly  the 

Limekiln  Canyon  trail  -  just  minutes 
from  downtown  Lewistown  - 
mountain  biking,  and  hunting,  and 
protects  important  paleontological 
resources.  The  intent  of  this  ACEC 
was  in  part  to  protect  the  iconic  view 
looking  down  Main  Street  in 

Lewistown;  the  Judiths  provide  the 
background  and  appear  in  all  the 
"chamber  of  commerce"  type  views 
of  Lewistown.  You  are  proposing  to 
change  the  VRM  from  class  II  to  class 

III  without  comment  or  rationale. 

What  has  changed?  Limekiln  Trail  is 
very  popular  because  of  its  proximity 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  Judith 
Mountain  Scenic  Area  is  being 
proposed  as  an  SRMA.  Visual 
resources  management  of  this 
area  is  addressed  in  Appendix  Q 
for  recreation  management 
areas. 
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to  Lewistown.  Many  people  hike,  ride 
horses,  or  mountain  bike  on  the  trail. 

If  you  open  this  area  to  mineral 
leasing  and  development,  mining, 

ROWs,  and  motorized  use,  how  is 
this  compatible  with  these  other 
established  uses?  Vehicle  use  and 
other  commercial  developments  will 
worsen  the  weed  situation.  1 
particularly  want  to  know  what  you 
will  do  with  the  road  that  was  built  in 
Limekiln  Canyon  to  access  the  timber 
blow-down  that  occurred  in  2007.  1 
refer  you  to  the  EA  MT060-2009- 
0001  that  was  prepared  in  2009.  This 
road  was  to  be  closed  and 
rehabilitated  or  reclaimed.  BLM  has 
yet  to  fulfill  its  promises  in  the  EA  to 
fix  the  road.  If  you  are  contemplating 
opening  this  road  to  vehicular  use, 
this  is  a  classic  "Catch  22".  This  road 
was  to  be  temporary.  Are  you  now 
suggesting  that  because  of  the 
existence  of  the  road,  the  area  is  now 
no  longer  worthy  of  class  II  VRM;  that 
the  road  should  not  be  reclaimed;  and 
that  you  will  change  the  character  of 
the  area  that  BLM  has  managed  for 
"quiet"  recreation  for  the  past  25 
years?  If  your  rationale  is  the 
presence  of  the  road  (that  you  built 
and  said  you  would  reclaim),  you 
need  to  review  the  history  of  how 
this  area  came  to  be  designated. 

32. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

1  1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Blacktail  Creek  was  proposed  by  FO 
staff  because  the  geology  of  the  area 
"exhibits  extraordinary  fossils  with 
exceptional  preservation  in  this  area. 
Approximately  1 30  species  [fossilized 
remains]  have  been  found  here." 

These  fossil  caches  are  scientifically 
important  and  at  risk  by  casual 
collection  outside  of  a  currently 
existing  withdrawal  zone.  This  ACEC 
designation  would  protect  the  full 
landscape  from  casual  collection  while 
still  allowing  for  public  interaction 
with  these  interesting  resources. 

Blacktail  Creek  was  proposed  as 
a  potential  ACEC  and  found  to 
meet  the  relevance  and 
importance  criteria.  It  was 
analyzed  in  the  range  of 
alternatives. 
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33. 

Phil 

Strobel 

U.S.  EPA 
Region  8 

246 

6 

Air  Resources  and 

Climate 

Our  primary  recommendation  for  air 
quality  is  that  the.  EIS  and  Air 

Resources  Management  Plan 
summarize  the  analysis  and  impacts  in 
the  Lewistown  Air  Resources 

Technical  Support  Document  (TSD) 
and  BLM  Montana/Dakotas  State 

Office  Photochemical  Grid  Model 
(PGM)  Modeling  Study.  The  summary 
should  also  relate  the  model 
assumptions,  scenarios,  and 
uncertainties  to  the  proposed 
alternatives  in  the  Draft  EIS.  These 
updates  will  support  the 
implementation  of  stipulations  and 

Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs) 
currently  included  in  the  Draft  EIS 
and  RMP  and  provide  information  to 
more  clearly  disclose  the  air  quality 
analyses  and  impacts.  We  support 
these  stipulations  and  BMPs  to 
protect  human  health  and  air  quality 
and  to  provide  consistent 
requirements  for  operators  among 
the  other  BLM  RMPs  that  have  been 
completed  across  Montana  and  South 
Dakota.  This  approach  will  also  be 
useful  for  updates  to  other  RMPs, 
such  as  the  North  Dakota  RMP. 

BLM  updated  language  in  the 
ARTSD  technical  report  to 
reflect  that  the  photochemical 
modelling  has  already  been 
completed  and  that  the  results 
are  available.  The  EIS  text 
referencing  the  photochemical 
model  has  also  been  updated. 

The  statewide  results  are 
available  online  at  ePIanning. 

BLM  has  also  uploaded  the 
updated  ARTSD  to  ePIanning. 

34. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

12 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Sun  River  is  proposed  because  "[t]he 
area  provides  the  foreground  setting 
against  which  the  Rocky  Mountain 

Front  sharply  rises  to  the  west.  It  is 
the  only  consolidated,  public  land 
portion  of  the  mixed-grass  prairie 
portion  of  the  prairie/mountain 
interface."  The  report  further 
identifies  the  area's  immense  cultural 
importance  as  evidenced  through 
cultural  finds  and  connections  to  the 
Blackfeet  Nation,  vast  paleontological 
resources,  and  the  area's  location 
within  the  Priority  Conservation  Area 
for  grizzly  bears,  as  well  as  habitat  for 
trout  and  arctic  grayling. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  Sun 
River  would  remain  withdrawn 
from  mineral  entry  in 
accordance  with  the  Tax  Relief 
and  Health  Care  Act  of  2006. 
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35. 

Juliann 

Brown 

299 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

The  Collar  Gulch  ACEC  is 
unnecessary  and  substantially  reduces 
public  access  and  enjoyment  by 
families.  The  designation  also  diverts 
limited  resources  (BLM  personnel, 
research  resources,  and  importantly 
financial  resources)  from  more 
productive  activities. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  Collar 
Gulch  is  being  proposed  as  an 
SRMA  to  address  recreation. 

36. 

Carla 

Hankins 

300 

3 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Square  Butte  has  met  the  relevance 
criterion  for  cultural,  geologic,  scenic 
and  wildlife  values  for  decades  and 
continues  to  do  so.  Additionally, 
importance  criterions  continue  to  be 
met  as  was  stated  in  the  20 1 5  ACEC 
report.  The  preferred  alternative  to 
lift  ACEC  designations  is  arbitrary  and 
without  just  cause  as  the  values  for 
which  the  ACEC  has  been  designated 
continue  to  be  as  relevant  today  as 
they  were  in  the  previous  planning 
efforts.  No  reasonable  rational  or 
protective  measures  have  been 
identified  within  the  document  to 
justify  the  non-ACEC  designation  as 
special  management  attention  IS 
required  to  “protect  and  prevent 
irreparable  damage  to  important 
historic,  cultural,  or  scenic  values,  fish 
and  wildlife  resources...”  that  still 
remain  ever-present.  Furthermore, 
the  lifting  of  an  ACEC  designation  for 
Square  Butte,  as  well  as  those  other 
previously  designated  resources,  is  a 
stark  contrast  to  the  mandates  of  the 
BLM’s  own  FLMPA  which  states  (Sec. 
202  (c)(3))  the  secretary  shall  ... 

“give  priority  to  the  designation  and 
protection  of  areas  of  critical 
environmental  concern.” 

ACECs  including  portions  of 
Square  Butte  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

The  remaining  portion  of  Square 
Butte  would  remain  a  WSA  and 
managed  according  to  the  goals, 
objectives  and  actions  for 

WSAs.  Actions  have  been 
included  in  the  WSA  section  to 
address  management  in  the 
event  Square  Butte  was  released 
from  WSA  status. 
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37. 

Carla 

Hankins 

300 

5 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

4-83)  Vegetation  treatments,  fuels 
projects  or  habitat  restoration 
activities  are  not  to  be  precluded 
from  ACECs  as  long  as  they  do  not 
impair  the  values  for  which  the  ACEC 
was  designated.  In  the  case  of  Square 
Butte,  a  strong  rational  can  be  made 
for  pro-active  mitigations  to  address 
fuel  loading  adjacent  to  significant 
historical  and  cultural  sites. 

Additionally,  wildlife  values  too  may 
benefit.  A  far  greater  risk  exists  from 
a  stand  replacing  wildfire  rather  than 
a  strategic  prescription. 

ACEC  management  addresses 
vegetation  treatments  as 
specified  in  Appendix  U. 

38. 

Carla 

Hankins 

300 

8 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

4-174)  Square  Butte  has  met  the 
relevance  criterion  for  cultural, 
geologic,  scenic  and  wildlife  values  for 
decades  and  continues  to  do  so. 
Additionally,  importance  criterions 
continue  to  be  met  as  was  stated  in 
the  2015  ACEC  report.  A  unilateral 
lifting  of  all  ACEC  designations  within 
the  planning  area  is  arbitrary  and 
without  just  cause  as  the  values  for 
which  the  Square  Butte  ACEC  has 
been  designated  continue  to  be  as 
relevant  today  as  they  were  in  the 
previous  planning  efforts.  No 
reasonable  rational  or  protective 
measures  have  been  identified  within 
the  document  to  justify  the  non- 
ACEC  designation  as  special 
management  attention  IS  required  to 
“protect  and  prevent  irreparable 
damage  to  important  historic, 
cultural,  or  scenic  values,  fish  and 
wildlife  resources...”  Furthermore, 
the  lifting  of  an  ACEC  designation  for 
Square  Butte,  as  well  as  those  other 
previously  designated  resources 
(ACECs),  is  a  stark  contrast  to  the 
mandates  of  the  BLM’s  own  FLMPA 
which  states  (Sec.  202  (c)(3))  the 
secretary  shall  ...  “give  priority  to  the 
designation  and  protection  of  areas  of 
critical  environmental  concern.”  This 
reversal  of  the  previous  ACEC 
designations  is  not  reminiscent  of  a 

ACECs  including  portions  of 
Square  Butte  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

The  remaining  portion  of  Square 
Butte  would  remain  a  WSA  and 
managed  according  to  the  goals, 
objectives  and  actions  for 

WSAs.  Actions  have  been 
included  in  the  WSA  section  to 
address  management  in  the 
event  Square  Butte  was  released 
from  WSA  status. 
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Teddy  Roosevelt  Conservation 
Stewardship  Legacy.  1  encourage  the 
Bureau  to  re-evaluate  their  standing 
as  it  relates  to  ACECs  and  their  non¬ 
designation  within  the  agencies 
preferred  alternative. 

39. 

Mike 

Holmberg 

303 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

The  Collar  Gulch  ACEC  should  be 
totally  removed  from  the 

Management  Plan.  This  is  an 
unneeded  and  unwarranted 
designation  that  has  and  will  continue 
to  limit  public  and  multiple  use  of 

1 ,500  acres  of  Public  Ground.  The 
ACEC  was  established  in  1994  based 
on  flawed  information  concerning 
Westslope  Cutthroat  Trout,  Tate- 
Poetter  Cave  containing  a  very  small 
population  of  Townsend's  big-eared 
bats  and  naturally  occurring  water 
quality  effects  in  Collar  and  Chicago 
Gulch  watersheds. 

Collar  Gulch  was  evaluated  for 
relevance  and  importance 
criteria  described  in  43  CFR 
1610.7-2  and  BLM  manual  1613. 
Therefore,  it  was  analyzed  as  an 
ACEC  in  the  range  of 
alternatives. 
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40. 

Danielle 

Murray 

Conservation 

Lands 

Foundation 

307 

5 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

In  the  past,  BLM  has  identified  and 
protected  eight  ACECs  in  the 
Lewistown  region:  Acid  Shale-Pine 
Forest,  Blind  Horse,  Chute  Mountain, 
Collar  Gulch,  Deep  Creek/Battle 

Creek,  Ear  Mountain,  Judith 

Mountains,  and  Square  Butte,  which 
overlaps  with  concurrent 
management  of  the  Square  Butte 

WSA  (slightly  smaller  than  the  Square 
Butte  WSA).  The  BLM  also  identifies 
two  additional  areas  that  qualify  for 
ACEC  designation:  Blacktail  Creek 
and  Sun  River.  These  protected  and 
identified  ACECs  demonstrate  that 

BLM  has  determined  in  a  planning 
process  that  these  areas  contain 
important  resources  of  substantial 
significance.  In  the  preferred 
alternative,  BLM  would  eliminate  all 
existing  ACECs  and  not  protect  any 
additional  acres  as  ACECs.  Instead, 
the  plan  proposes  to  open  the 

ACECs  to  oil  and  gas  development. 

The  BLM  has  failed  to  explain  or 
demonstrate  that  these  ACECs  no 
longer  contain  important  resources 
or  that  special  management  is  no 
longer  warranted  to  protect  the 
important  values.  These  types  of 
decisions  as  it  relates  to  ACEC  is  a 
trend  CLF  has  seen  in  plans 
throughout  the  west.  The  removal  of 
ACECs  is  both  arbitrary  and 
capricious  and  part  of  a  larger  agenda 
by  the  administration.  We  strongly 
urge  BLM  to  adopt  Alternative  B, 
which  would  protect  and  expand 
protections  for  ACECs. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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41. 

Zach 

Angstead 

Northern 

Rocky 

Mountain 

Grotto 

308 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Collar  Gulch  ACEC-Besides  an 
excellent  trout  fishery,  Collar  Gulch 
is  home  Tate-Poetter  cave  which  is 
one  of  the  best  decorated  caves  in 
the  state.  It  has  geologic  formations 
hardly  seen  outside  of  Lewis  and 

Clark  Caverns.  It  is  also  a  hibernacula 
for  Townsend's  Big-Eared  bats.  As  1 
am  sure  you  are  aware,  Townsend's 
are  a  sensitive  species  according  to 
the  BLM  and  a  species  of  concern 
according  to  the  Montana  Natural 
Heritage  Program.  Caves  are  sensitive 
in  nature  and  can  be  easily  damaged  in 
several  ways.  Human  visitation  can 
cause  some  damage  to  caves  but  in 
most  cases  can  be  mitigated.  Other 
possible  damage  can  occur 
inadvertently  from  tree  and 
vegetation  projects.  Movement  of 
heavy  equipment  around  caves  and 
erosion  can  impact  caves  negatively. 
Tate-Poetter  is  an  exceptional 
resource  and  it  is  possible  that  other 
similar  caves  exist  in  the  area  that 
have  not  yet  been  discovered.  It  is 
therefore  important  to  expand  the 
ACEC  to  prevent  unintentional 
damage  to  unknown  but  likely  cave 
resources. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  Collar 
Gulch  is  being  proposed  as  an 
SRMA.  Design  features  for  bats 
are  included  in  Appendix  F  and 
Appendix  L.  These  would 
provide  necessary  protections 
for  winter  bat  hibernaculum  for 
Townsend's  big-eared  bats  and 
cave  resources. 
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42. 

Zach 

Angstead 

Northern 

Rocky 

Mountain 

Grotto 

308 

2 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

The  Judith  Mountains  Scenic  ACEC 
expansion  would  protect  an 
important  significant  cave.  New  York 
Crystal  Mine  Cave  is  only  second  in 
the  state  behind  Lewis  and  Clark 
Caverns  (Montana’s  Only  Show  Cave) 
in  terms  of  geologic  formations  and 
beauty.  1  think  it  is  important  to  note 
that  several  Judith  Mountain  Caves 
are  well  decorated  with  formations.  It 
is  important  for  the  protections 
offered  by  the  ACEC  and  land 
management  activities  are  extended 
to  NYCC.  As  1  mentioned  in  the 

Collar  Gulch  paragraph,  there  is  a 
high  likelihood  for  other  significant 
caves  in  the  area  that  have  been  lost 
or  not  yet  found.  In  this  respect,  1 
think  it  is  important  Alternative  B  is 
used  for  the  Judith  Mountain  Scenic 
ACEC.  In  addition,  1  think  it  would  be 
reasonable  to  open  New  Year  Crystal 
Cave  to  permitted  trips  to  Northern 
Rocky  Mountain  Grotto/leaders  with 
some  restrictions  such  as  avoiding  the 
most  sensitive  areas  of  the  cave. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  Judith 
Mountain  Scenic  Area  is  being 
proposed  as  an  SRMA.  Specific 
cave  and  karst  resources  of  the 
New  Year  Crystal  Cave  would 
be  addressed  in  a  future  cave 
management  plan. 

43. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

4 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACECs)  and  Outstanding 
Natural  Areas  (ONAs)  such  as  Ear 
Mountain,  Blind  Horse  Chute 

Mountain,  Deep  Creek,  and  Battle 
Creek  must  be  managed  correctly  by 
federal  law  and  BLM  regulations. 

(These  protections  were  scraped 
from  this  draft  without  reason) 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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44. 

Elaine 

Schoyen 

332 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Protect  all  existing  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (including 
Collar  Gulch,  Square  Butte,  Judith 
Mountain,  and  Acid-Shale  Pine  Forest) 
to  protect  the  resources  for  which 
they  were  created,  and  prohibit  oil 
and  gas  leasing,  and  other  types  of 
development  that  would  threaten  the 
resources  protected  by  ACEC 
management,  in  accordance  with 
federal  law  and  BLM  regulations.  The 
draft  plan  provides  no  justification  for 
the  elimination  of  these  areas.  Retain 
the  Outstanding  Natural  Areas 
(ONAs)  designation  along  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Front  for  (Blind  Horse, 

Chute  Mountain,  Deep  Creek/Battle 
Creek,  and  Ear  Mountain)  so  they 
continue  to  be  managed  to  protect 
their  outstanding  values,  in 
accordance  with  federal  law  and  BLM 
regulations.  This  plan  provides  no 
justification  for  the  elimination  of 
these  areas. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 

45. 

Scott 

Laird 

Theodore 

Roosevelt 

Conservation 

Partnership 

333 

6 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

The  BLM  is  obligated  under  FLPMA 
to  give  priority  to  areas  of  critical 
environmental  concern,  yet 

Alternative  C  would  remove  all 
protections  for  existing  ACECs. 

These  areas  contain  unique  natural 
resources  and  features  and  they 
deserve  conservation.  We  request 
that  the  BLM  maintain  ACEC 
safeguards  for  unique  resources  in 
places  like  Square  Butte,  portions  of 
the  Judith  Mountains,  Collar  Gulch, 
and  Acid  Shale-Pine  Forest,  Blacktail 
Creek,  Blind  Horse,  Chute  Mountain, 
Deep  Creek/Battle  Creek,  Ear 

Mountain  and  Sun  River.  These  are  all 
existing  or  proposed  ACECs  and 
were  all  found  to  have  met  the 
Relevance  and  Importance  Criteria  as 
indicated  in  the  2015  ACEC  Analysis 
Report  produced  by  the  BLM 

Lewistown  Field  Office. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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46. 

Scott 

Laird 

Theodore 

Roosevelt 

Conservation 

Partnership 

333 

9 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

The  TRCP  supports  the  Alternative  B 
provision  that  maintains  ACEC 
protection  for  Collar  Gulch.  This 
stretch  of  Collar  Gulch  Creek 
supports  an  at-risk  population  of 
genetically  pure  westslope  cutthroat 
trout  (WCT)  that  represent  the 
eastern-most  population  of  WCT  in 
Montana.  Given  the  size  of  this 
population  and  the  limited  amount  of 
available  habitat,  this  unique 
population  is  at  risk  for  extirpation 
with  any  habitat  degradation.  This  is  a 
rare  and  unique  location  for  a  cold- 
water  fishery  and  it  deserves 
appropriate  protections.  Without 
ACEC  protection  for  this  area,  it 
would  potentially  be  more  vulnerable 
to  surface  disturbing  activities  such  as 
timber  harvest,  energy  and  mineral 
development.  Removing  these 
protections  is  unnecessary  and  goes 
against  the  BLMs  mandate,  and  it 
would  conflict  with  a  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  and  Conservation 
Agreement  for  Westslope  Cutthroat 
and  Yellowstone  Cutthroat  Trout  in 
Montana  2007,  to  protect  and 
enhance  conservation  populations  of 
WCT.  The  Collar  Gulch  ACEC  was 
found  to  have  met  the  Relevance  and 
Importance  Criteria  as  indicated  in 
the  2015  ACEC  Analysis  Report 
produced  by  the  BLM  Lewistown 

Field  Office. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  Collar 
Gulch  is  being  proposed  as  an 
SRMA.  Design  features  for 
westslope  cutthroat  trout  are 
included  in  Appendix  F.  These 
would  provide  necessary 
protections  for  aquatic  species, 
including  westslope  cutthroat 
trout. 
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47. 

Chuck 

Otto 

Anaconda 

Sportsmen 

Club 

350 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Much  of  the  document  provides  no 
rationale  for  the  proposed  actions  in 
the  alternatives.  For  example 
Alternative  C,  the  "Preferred 
Alternative:  does  away  with  all 

ACECs  but  never  explains  the 
rationale  for  these  changes.  The  BLM 
must  present  some  reason  for  these 
changes.  Has  the  Judith  Mountains 
Scenic  Area  suddenly  become  non- 
scenic?  Does  Collar  Gulch  no  longer 
have  westslope  cutthroat  trout  or 
Townsend's  Bigeared  bats?  The 
purpose  of  ACEC's  is  to  highlight 
sensitive  resources  and  craft  actions 
to  carefully  manage  these  resources. 
BLM  cannot  just  do  away  with 

ACEC's  without  a  clear  rationale  and 
analysis,  which  is  completely  lacking  in 
the  document.  FLPMA  Sec.  202  C,  (3) 
requires  BLM  to  "give  priority  to  the 
designation  and  protection  of  areas  of 
critical  environmental  concern".  The 

JVP  RMP  found  that  these  ACEC's 
had  relevance  and  importance  and 
indeed  the  Draft  Lewistown  RMP 
includes  the  same  rationale  in  the 

ACEC  report  found  in  Volume  III  and 
in  Appendix  U.  This  directly 
contradicts  their  preferred  alternative 
in  Alt  C.  The  analysis  of  revoking 
these  ACEC's  found  in  Chapter  4  is 
deficient  and  illogical.  Regarding 

Collar  Gulch,  which  was  established 
to  protect  sensitive  wildlife  species, 
the  analysis  regarding  release  of  the 
ACEC's  on  page  4-28,  4-67,  and  4-70 
states  that  their  release  could 
indirectly  benefit  water  resources, 
fish  and  aquatic  communities  and 
special  status  species.  How  is  this 
possible?  The  Draft  RMP  never 
explains  such  an  illogical  and 
contractitory  statement. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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48. 

Summer 

Nelson 

Sierra  Club 

351 

4 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

The  "Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern"  in  the  plan  area  need  to 
continue  to  be  managed  as  such.  The 
Lewistown  Field  Office  area  also 
contains  eight  "Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern"  (ACEC)  - 
lands  recognized  as  having  unusually 
important  environmental,  wildlife,  or 
cultural  values.  The  recommended 
alternative  calls  for  disregarding  all  of 
these  designations.  This 
recommendation  is  unacceptable,  and 
does  not  reflect  an  understanding  or 
appreciation  of  either  the  ACEC 
concept,  or  of  the  previously 
identified  ACECs  in  the  Lewistown 
area.  We  request  that  all  existing 

ACEC  designations  in  the  plan  area 
be  retained,  and  that  the  appropriate 
management  guidelines  for  these 
areas  be  continued,  to  preserve  their 
recognized  values. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 

49. 

Scott 

Bischke 

354 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

(2)  Protect  all  existing  ACECs 
(including  Collar  Gulch,  Square  Butte, 
Judith  Mountain,  and  Acid-Shale  Pine 
Forest)  to  protect  the  resources  for 
which  they  were  created,  and 
prohibit  oil  and  gas  leasing,  and  other 
development  that  would  threaten  the 
resources  protected  by  ACEC 
management,  in  accordance  with 
federal  law  and  BLM  regulations.  This 
plan  put  forth  provides  no  justification 
for  the  elimination  of  these  areas. 

(3) ACECs  that  are  also  Outstanding 
Natural  Areas  (ONAs)  along  the 

Rocky  Mountain  Front  (Blind  Horse, 
Chute  Mountain,  Deep  Creek/Battle 
Creek,  and  Ear  Mountain)  must  be 
managed  for  those  outstanding  values, 
in  accordance  with  federal  law  and 

BLM  regulations.  This  plan  put  forth 
provides  no  justification  for  the 
elimination  of  these  areas. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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50. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

2 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

With  respect  to  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern,  (ACECs)  we 
concur  with  the  preferred  alternative, 
but  ask  BLM  to  revisit  its  1 994 
determination  on  the  Collar  Gulch 
ACEC,  as  that  designation  may  have 
been  flawed. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  Collar 
Gulch  is  being  proposed  as  an 
SRMA. 

51. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

19 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

There  is  an  inconsistency  between 
the  size  of  the  existing  Square  Butte 
WSA  acreage  (1 ,947  acres)  and  the 
proposed  ACEC  acreage  (2,754 
acres)  -  Volume  III,  Lewistown  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan, 

Appendix  T,  Table  1.  If  the  agency 
decides  to  designate  an  ACEC  for 
square  Butte,  the  area  inconsistency 
warrants  an  inventory  and  a  cadastral 
survey. 

The  WSA  acreage  is  1,947.  Land 
tenure  adjustments  have  been 
made  since  that  designation 
resulting  in  additional  acreages 
that  met  the  relevance  and 
importance  criteria  required  for 
ACEC  designation. 

52. 

Gene 

Sentz 

402 

2 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Other  ACECs  that  are  also 

Outstanding  Natural  Areas  (ONAs) 
along  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
(Blind  Horse,  Chute  Mountain,  Deep 
Creek/Battle  Creek,  and  Ear 

Mountain)  must  be  (by  law)  managed 
for  those  outstanding  values,  in 
accordance  with  federal  law  and  BLM 
regulations.  This  plan  provides  no 
justification  for  the  elimination  of 
these  areas.  BLM  must  comply  with 
the  2014  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act  and  the  2006  Tax  Relief 
and  Health  Care  Act. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs 
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53. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

407 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Carry  all  [illegible  text]  ACECs 
forwards  and  designate  Blacktail 

Creek  and  Seen  River. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs.  In  addition, 
Blacktail  Creek  was  proposed  as 
a  potential  ACEC  and  found  to 
meet  the  relevance  and 
importance  criteria.  It  was 
analyzed  in  the  range  of 
alternatives. 

54. 

Tracy 

Thomas 

421 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Collar  Gulch  but  has  not  yielded  any 
proven  results  in  regard  to  the  west 
slope  cutthroat  (WCT)  or  the  Tate- 
Potter  Cave  bats.  Additionally,  the 

RMP  does  not  recognize  that  the 
majority  of  the  tiny  WCT  population 
is  found  within  our  property  and 
another  person's  adjoining  property. 
This  needs  to  be  stated  in  the  RMP. 

Under  the  proposed  plan,  Collar 
Gulch  is  being  proposed  as  an 
SRMA.  The  RMP  will  not  make 
any  decisions  pertaining  to 
private  property. 
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55. 

Tracy 

Thomas 

421 

2 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

There  is  nothing  in  the  RMP  that 
provides  the  results  of  25  years  of 
ACEC.  Where  are  the  studies  that 
prove  that  the  ACEC  has  had  a 
positive  effect?  What  are  the  statistics 
on  the  WCT  populations  due  to  the 
restriction  of  vehicle  traffic?  When 
was  the  WCT  population  last 
inspected  and  inventoried?  What  are 
those  results?  Please  provide  this 
information  in  the  RMP.  Our  personal 
observations  spanning  nearly  50  years 
show  that  it  makes  no  difference  to 
the  WCT  or  bats  if  the  road  is  open 
or  closed.  Regarding  the  Tate-Potter 
Cave,  what  positive  results  have  been 
realized?  Is  there  evidence  that  the 
bat  populations  have  been  increasing 
over  the  last  25  years  due  to  the 
restriction  of  vehicle  traffic?  The  cave 
is  very  difficult  to  see  and  is  not  easy 
to  access.  It  is  not  accessible  to 
vehicle  traffic  and  is  very  difficult  to 
reach  on  foot.  When  was  the  bat 
population  last  inspected  and 
inventoried?  What  are  those  results? 
Please  provide  that  information  in  the 
RMP. 

Collar  Gulch  was  proposed  as  a 
potential  ACEC  and  found  to 
meet  the  relevance  and 
importance  criteria.  See 

Appendix  T. 

56. 

Calvin 

Hauser 

434 

1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

1  support  the  Collar  Gulch  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (CG 
ACEC)  designation  to  be  removed  as 
defined  by  the  "Alternative  C"  in  the 
current  Resource  Management  Plan. 
The  CG  ACEC  is  flawed,  not 
warranted,  does  not  fit  Multiple  Use, 
and  is  expensive  to  manage.  This 
comment  letter  written  by  Calvin  J. 
Hauser,  of  Moore,  Montana,  59454, 
shows  that  the  1994,  Collar  Gulch 

Area  of  Critical  Environmental 

Concern  (CG  ACEC)  and  the 
proposal  for  expansion  by  adding 
Chicago  Gulch  or  Fords  Creek  to  the 
CG  ACEC  is  also  not  warranted.  This 
comment  letter  is  supported  with: 
copies  of  research  documents  and  in- 
house  communications  (reports  and 
other  that  1  have  found  on  the 

Collar  Gulch  was  proposed  as  a 
potential  ACEC  and  found  to 
meet  the  relevance  and 
importance  criteria.  See 

Appendix  T.  Under  the 
proposed  plan,  Collar  Gulch 
area  would  be  contained  within 
a  proposed  SRMA. 
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Internet)  exposing  environmental 
groups  and  their  protests  which  led 
to  the  creation  of  the  Collar  Gulch 
ACEC.  Over  the  past  17-years  the 

CG  ACEC  has  undergone  water 
quality  (Natural  Acid  Rock  Drainage 
or  (NARD))  research.  True  science 
projects  or  work  that  1  believe  was 
briefly  addressed  in  the  2019,  Central 
Montana,  BLM  -  RMP.  This  letter 
brings  Copies  of  CG  ACEC,  NARD 
research  authors  and  papers  with 
maps,  pictures  and  conclusions.  From 
this  research  the  author  of  this 
comment  letter  concludes  that  along 
the  course  length  of  Collar  Gulch,  the 
best  environment  or  waters  suitable 
for  the  very  tiny  population  of 
Westslope  Cuthroat  Trout  (WCT) 
and  their  habitat  only  occurs  on 
privately  owned  lands.  Please  find  this 
comment  letter  in  total  support  the 
BLM-RMP,  the  "Common  Sense 
Approach",  for  the  CG  ACEC  to  be 
unrestrictive  and  return  back  to  the 
as  stated,  Agency  Preferred, 

Alternative  C;  as  describe  or  defined 
by  the  Multiple  Use  Policies  and 
Guideline. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-55 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  and  Outstanding  Natural  Areas) 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

57. 

Margaret 

MacDonald 

Montana  State 
Senator 

446 

2 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Substantively,  this  RMP,  especially  the 
preferred  Alternative  C,  endangers 
some  of  the  best  wildlife  habitat  in 
the  Lower  48  and  all  the  associated 
benefits  of  intact  wild  spaces,  as  well 
as  endangers  important  and 
irreplaceable  cultural  resources.  1  am 
concerned  that  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (ACECs),  a 
special  designation  that  is  statutorily 
mandated  and  prioritized,  are  at  risk. 

All  eight  existing  ACECs  (Collar 

Gulch,  Judith  Mountains  Scenic,  Acid 
Shale-Pine  Forest,  Square  Butte,  Ear 
Mountain,  Blind  Horse,  Deep 
Creek/Battle  Creek,  and  Chute 
Mountain)  need  to  be  retained.  Collar 
Gulch  should  be  expanded  as 
proposed  in  Alternative  B  to  include 
Chicago  Gulch,  and  Square  Butte 
should  also  be  expanded  to  protect 
the  full  extent  of  some  of  the  most 
incredible  sites  of  cultural  importance 
to  indigenous  peoples. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 

58. 

Margaret 

MacDonald 

Montana  State 
Senator 

446 

3 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Ear  Mountain,  Blind  Horse,  Deep 
Creek/Battle  Creek,  and  Chute 
Mountain  are  all  within  the 
Conservation  Management  Area, 
established  by  the  Rocky  Mountain 
Front  Heritage  Act  because  of  the 
area's  incredible  importance  as  the 
confluence  of  the  Great  Plans  and  the 
Northern  Rockies.  These  areas  need 
to  be  managed  in  a  way  that 
comports  with  the  protection  of  the 
Front  ecosystem,  which  includes 
retention  of  their  ONA  status,  and 
managed  for  their  wilderness 
characteristics  as  part  of  their  ACEC 
management.  These  areas  and 
surrounding  BLM  lands  in  the  CMA 
cannot  be  open  to. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act. 
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59.  Aubrey 


Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 


Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 
Outstanding  Natural 
Areas  (ONAs) 


Like  the  LWC  report,  it  must  be 
noted  that  the  ACEC  report  upon 
which  the  20 1 9  RMP  is  built  was 
written  in  January  2015.  Nowhere  in 
that  report  does  the  agency 
recommend  the  full  eradication  of 
ACEC  protections.  Every  existing 
ACEC  (as  reflected  in  Alternative  A) 
69  is  recommended  to  be  carried 
forward  in  that  report.  NEPA 
requires  that  the  BLM  analyze  its 
decisions  and  the  impacts  of  those 
decisions  and  disclose  that  rationale 
to  the  public.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
report  nor  the  EIS  to  support 
Alternative  C's  complete  cancellation 
of  this  important  management  tool, 
making  such  a  proposal  entirely 
arbitrary  and  capricious  and  an  abuse 
of  agency  power.  MWA  strongly 
opposes  the  unprecedented  removal 
of  these  statutorily  prioritized 
protections  in  Alternative  C,  and  also 
those  removals  under  Alternative  D. 
The  public  is  entitled  to  a  discussion 
from  the  agency  for  why  it  believes 
each  of  these  eight  unique  landscapes 
are  better  managed  without  their 
ACEC  protections,  and  the 
opportunity  to  weigh  in  on  that 
analysis  specifically.  Neither  statute 
nor  regulation  gives  the  BLM  any 
affirmative  authority  nor  process  for 
how  to  designate  an  ACEC.  ACECs 
are  not  simply  a  management  tool 
that  the  BLM  can  pick  and  choose  to 
use:  it  is  statutorily  required  and 
protected  land  designation. 


ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 
Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 
Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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60. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

1  1 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

Furthermore,  the  use  of  the  word 
"potential"  to  describe  these 
currently  designated  ACECs 
throughout  the  analysis  in  the  draft 

RMP  is  misleading.  Every  area  except 
Sun  River  and  Blacktail  Creek  is  not  a 
"potential  ACEC."  These  areas  are 
presently  designated  and  existing 
ACECs,  and  the  use  of  "potential" 
implies  that  this  important,  statutorily 
prioritized  designation  does  not 
currently  exist  and  is  up  for  debate  in 
this  RMP  process.  These  ACECs  are 
all  designated  under  the  existing 

RMPs,  and  their  continued 
designation  is  a  statutory  priority 
under  FLMPA.  These  ACECs  were  all 
designated  through  past  NEPA 
processes  with  robust  analysis.  To 
purport  that  such  designations  are 
only  "potential"  undermines  the 
rigorous  analysis  that  led  to  their 
designation,  and  devalues  the 
management  these  areas  have 
received  over  the  last  several 
decades. 

The  areas  found  to  meet  both 
the  relevance  and  importance 
criteria  were  identified  as 
potential  ACECs  and  were  fully 
considered  for  designation  and 
management  in  the  RMP  (per 

BLM  Manual  161 3.2.21).  While 
the  ACEC  report  provided  as 
Appendix  T  describes  relevant 
and  important  criteria  of 

ACECs,  these  values  were 
evaluated  under  a  range  of 
alternatives. 

61. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

12 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

MWA  requests  clarification  of  the 

BLM's  position  on  the  four 

Outstanding  Natural  Areas  (ONAs) 
and  the  existing  Research  Natural 

Area  (RNA)  in  this  planning  area,  and 
encourages  that  these  important 
designations  be  carried  forward  into 
the  final  plan. 

The  Outstanding  Natural  Area 
designation  is  no  longer 
supported  in  BLM  policy.  Four 
Rocky  Mountain  Front  ONA 
areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act. 
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62.  Aubrey 


Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 


Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 
Outstanding  Natural 
Areas  (ONAs) 


All  action  alternatives  purport  to  not 
carry  the  ONA  designation  forward, 
but  do  so  without  any  discussion  as 
to  why  the  ONA  layered 
management  of  these  ACECs  will  not 
be  continued,  and  no  discussion  of 
how  the  values  Congress  federally 
mandated  be  protected  by  BLM's 
management  will  be  administered. 
Likewise,  the  RNA  designation  for 
Acid  Shale-Pine  Forest  has  been 
inexplicably  removed  from  the  action 
alternatives  as  well.  While  these 
labels  may  be  viewed  by  the  current 
administration  as  redundant,  they  are 
a  valid  use  of  the  BLM's  authority  to 
layer  management  and  are  existing 
designations.  ONAs  and  RNAs  must 
meet  the  minimum  requirements  of 
and  be  designated  as  ACECs.  These 
additional  layers  of  management 
protect  the  outstanding  resources  for 
which  the  areas  were  designated 
ACECs  and  gives  stronger 
management  guidelines,  as  well  as 
provides  important  information  to 
the  public  about  the  area  that  may 
otherwise  go  unrealized.  These 
designations  communicate  important 
information  about  the  lands  and 
provide  the  basis  for  the  BLM  to 
manage  the  ares  as  such.  As  with 
ACECs,  the  public  is  legally  entitled 
to  the  BLM's  rationale  for  the 
proposed  removal  of  these 
designations  in  this  draft  RMP  and 
DEIS,  as  well  as  the  disclosure  of  and 
a  discussion  of  the  agency's  proposed 
future  management  of  these  areas. 
The  BLM  must  provide  its  analysis  for 
why  the  ONA  and  RNA  labels  are 
proposed  to  be  removed  in  any  of  the 
action  alternatives,  and  how  the 
agency  plans  to  protect  the  resources 
in  these  areas  in  accordance  with 
various  pieces  of  federal  legislation. 
Failing  to  provide  that  justification  is  a 
violation  of  NEPA  and  an  arbitrary 
agency  action. 


The  Outstanding  Natural  Area 
designation  is  no  longer 
supported  in  BLM  policy.  The 
ACEC  criteria  was  used  to 
determine  relevance  and 
importance.  Four  Rocky 
Mountain  Front  ONA  areas  will 
be  managed  as  Conservation 
Management  Areas,  which  are 
congressional  designations  and 
have  protection  under  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Front  Heritage 
Act. 
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Comment  Code 
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Comment  Text 
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63. 

Chris 

King 

453 

6 

Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  and 

Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs) 

In  1994,  Collar  Gulch  was  found  not 
suitable  to  be  an  ACEC,  yet  it  was 
designated  as  such.  1  believe  it  is  well 
documented  that  the  Westslope 
Cutthroat  Trout  were  introduced 
to  the  stream  and  not  naturally 
occurring  in  the  gulch.  Is  there  any 
evidence  the  ACEC  designation  has 
any  effect  on  the  fish?  1  believe  the 
locked  gate  on  the  road  into  Collar 
Gulch  should  be  removed. 

Collar  Gulch  was  proposed  as  a 
potential  ACEC  and  found  to 
meet  the  relevance  and 
importance  criteria.  See 

Appendix  T.  Under  the 
proposed  plan,  Collar  Gulch 
area  would  be  contained  within 
a  proposed  SRMA. 

X.3.4  Backcountry  Byways 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

1. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

6 

Back  Country  Byways 

Back  Country  Byways.  Reference: 

Vol.  1,  page  3-6,  para  3.4.2;  Vol.  1,  page 
2-55,  para39 1 ;  and  Vol.  II,  page  A-71 , 

Fig.  2-69.  (Back  Country  Byways) 
Comment:  The  Missouri  Breaks 
National  Back  Country  Byway  is  the 
only  byway  in  the  LRMP  planning 
area.  A  strong  argument  can  be  made 
that  this  Byway  should  be  eliminated 
from  the  system.  The  established 
goals  and  objectives  for  the  Byway 
are  not  being  met.  A  significant 
portion  of  the  Byway  road  is  not 
graveled  and  is  composed  of  shale  and 
gumbo  type  soil  that  makes  travel 
impossible  when  wet ...  something 
first  time  visitors  do  not  understand. 
The  burden  being  born  by 
landowners  in  the  vicinity  of  the 

Byway  to  tow  stuck  vehicles  out  of 
mud  holes  and  ditches  is  considerable 
and  should  not  be  their  responsibility 
because  of  liability  and  other  safety 
considerations.  BLM  has  no  plan  to 
address  that  issue,  nor  is  there  cell 
service  available  for  individuals  to  call 
for  assistance.  Visitors  that 
experience  travel  problems  are 
forced  to  walk  to  the  nearest 
landowner  dwellings  which  can  be 
many  miles  distant.  The  Byway 

Appendix  C  of  the  land  use 
planning  handbook  requires 
evaluation  for  special 
designations  including 
backcountry  byways.  Impacts  of 
this  designation  are  discussed  in 
Chapter  4. 
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Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
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Comment  Text 

Response 

through  Middle  Two  Calf  crossing  is 
dosed  due  to  a  large  land  slump  and 
awaits  BLM  repair  that  does  not 
appear  to  be  forth  coming  in  a  timely 
manner.  Two-wheel  drive  vehicles  are 
no  match  for  parts  of  the  terrain  and 
should  be  prohibited  from  travel.  The 
public  expectation  is  that  an 
established  Byway  is  safe  for  travel 
and  that  the  route  can  be  navigated 
with  relative  ease.  Such  is  not  the 
case  here.  Recommendation:  That 

BIM  either  dedicate  the  resources 
and  effort  necessary  to  eliminate  the 
public  safety  issues  noted  above  with 
the  Byway  or  eliminate  it  from  the 
National  registry  and  LRMP  planning 
area." 

X.3.5  Backcountry  Conservation  Areas 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

1. 

Scott 

Laird 

Theodore 

Roosevelt 

Conservation 

Partnership 

13 

1 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Please  consider  the  below  updated 
sportsmen  proposed  Backcountry 
Conservation  Area  (BCA)  map  for 
consideration  in  the  Lewistown  Field 
Office  Resource  Management  Plan 
revision.  This  adjustment  was  made 
to  ensure  that  there  is  no  conflict 
between  energy  development  and 
sportsmen's  priorities  in  the 

Lewistown  RMP.  SEE  ATTACHMENT 
for  figure  submitted  of  the  Lewistown 
Planning  Area. 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

2. 

Debra 

Powers 

North  Fork 
Preservation 
Association 

18 

2 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Develop  clear,  legally  enforceable 
standards  for  the  management  of 
Backcountry  Conservation  Areas, 
including  Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics  within  those 
complexes  (including  Arrow  Creek, 
Cemetery  Road,  Crooked  Creek,  and 
Judith  Mountains) 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

This  includes  areas  that  have 
been  identified  as  having 
wilderness  characteristics.  See 
Appendix  Q  for  management 
prescriptions  specific  to  BCAs. 
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X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Backcountry  Conservation  Areas) 
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# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
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Comment  Text 

Response 

3. 

Scott 

Laird 

21 

1 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

It  is  important  to  me  that  the 

Lewistown  BLM  Field  Office's  RMP 
revisions  incorporate  the  directives 
outlined  in  Dept,  of  the  Interior 
Secretarial  Orders  3347  and  3356  on 
hunting  and  fishing  and  Secretarial 
Order  3362  on  wildlife  habitat 
conservation.  Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas  offer  the  agency 
an  effective  tool  to  do  just  that.  This 
management  approach  should  be 
adopted  in  the  final  RMP  to  conserve 
important  big  game  habitat  and  other 
critical  unfragmented  areas,  prioritize 
active  habitat  restoration  and 
enhancement,  allow  for  traditional 
uses  of  these  lands  to  continue,  and 
support  important  public  access  for 
hunting  and  other  forms  of 
recreation. 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

4. 

Doug 

Krings 

Montana 
Chapter  Back 
Country 
Hunters 

45 

2 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Regardless  of  Alternative  selected,  it 
is  important  that  this  revision  adopt 
Backcountry  Conservation  Areas  in 
the  final  RMP  to  conserve  important 
big-game  habitat  and  other  critical 
unfragmented  areas,  to  prioritize 
active  habitat  restoration  and 
enhancement,  to  allow  for  and 
protect  traditional  values  and  uses  of 
these  lands  to  continue  and  to 
support  important  public  access  for 
hunting  and  other  forms  of 
recreation.  Montana  BHA  suggests 
that,  at  a  minimum,  both  the  Arrow 
Creek  Breaks  and  Crooked  Creek 
landscape  be  designated  as 

Backcountry  Conservation  Areas. 
Hunting  Districts  410,  471  and  426 
are  extremely  important  to 

Montanans  seeking  public-land 
hunting  opportunities  in  central 
Montana.  Antelope,  elk  and  deer  are 
sought  by  big-game  hunters,  while 
sage  grouse  and  sharptails  are  native 
birds  pursued  by  many  upland  bird 
hunters. 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 
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# 
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Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 
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5. 

Pete 

Geddes 

American 
Prairie  Reserve 

64 

1 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

We  feel  it  is  important  to  conserve 
critical  big  game  habitat  and  other 
unfragmented  areas,  prioritize  habitat 
restoration,  and  support  public  access 
for  hunting  and  other  forms  of 
recreation.  As  a  landowner,  we 
encourage  high  quality  and  abundant 
wildlife  populations  and  recognize  the 
importance  of  these  lands  to  the 
public  and  the  local  economy.  We 
feel  that  the  adoption  of  Backcountry 
Conservation  Areas  would  be  an 
important  move  forward  and  is  one 
consistent  with  our  management 
goals  and  project  vision. 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

6. 

Roger 

Furlong 

98 

5 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Establishing  four  Backcountry 
Conservation  Areas  in  Alternative  B 
would  assure  long-term  wildlife 
habitat  features  and  provide  quality 
outdoor  recreation  opportunities. 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs.  Other  areas 
originally  submitted  as  BCAs  are 
now  being  proposed  as  SRMAs. 
Specific  management 
prescriptions  for  these  areas  are 
also  contained  in  Appendix  Q. 
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X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Backcountry  Conservation  Areas) 
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# 
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Comment  Code 
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7. 

Michael 

Stock 

131 

2 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Create  Backcountry  Conservation 

Area  (BCA)  designations  to  manage 
areas  such  as  Arrow  Creek, 

Cemetery  Road,  and  Crooked  Creek. 

In  these  areas  it  is  particularly 
important  to  prohibit  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  to  require  surface 
occupancy  stipulations  on  lands  that 
end  up  being  leased  for  oil  and  gas 
development.  Managing  these  areas  as 
BCAs  will  help  protect,  conserve, 
restore,  and  enhance  lands  that 
contain  functional,  unfragmented 
habitats  and  migration/movement 
corridors  for  recreationally-important 
fish  and  wildlife  species.  It  will  also 
provide  for  high-quality  wildlife- 
dependent  recreation  associated  with 
those  species  --  activities  such  as 
hunting,  fishing,  trapping,  and  wildlife 
watching. 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

8. 

Jim 

Brenna 

137 

1 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Arrow  Creek  and  Cemetery  Road 
ought  to  be  managed  as  Backcountry 
Conservation  Areas  in  order  to 
protect  wildlife.  1  have  gained  a  great 
appreciation  for  the  the  public  lands 
that  are  encompassed  by  the 

Lewistown  District:  the  Missouri 

River  Breaks,  Square  Butte,  the  Rocky 
Mtn  Front,  and  the  country  south  of 
the  CMR. 

Arrow  Creek  is  being  proposed 
as  a  BCA  in  the  proposed  plan. 
Cemetery  Road  would  be 
managed  under  prescriptions  to 
conserve  greater  sage  grouse. 

9. 

Tony 

Bynum 

138 

4 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Alternative  C,  the  preferred 
alternative,  proposes  the  Crooked 
Creek  area  as  183,500-acre  Extensive 
Recreation  Management  Area 
(ERMA).  However,  the  draft  plan 
doesn't  provide  any  management 
direction  and  leaves  the  larger 
landscape  vulnerable  to  destruction. 
This  complex  of  areas  should  be 
managed  as  a  Backcountry 

Conservation  Area  (BCA)  as 
proposed  in  Alternative  B 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 
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10. 

Hugo 

Turek 

Friends  of  the 
Missouri  Breaks 
National 
Monument 

140 

3 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

We  would  prefer  to  see  a 

Backcountry  Conservation  Area 
designation  for  Arrow  Creek  and 
Cemetery  Road.  This  type  of 
management  is  essential  to  protect 
primitive  recreation  and  hunting 
opportunities  in  these  areas. 

Arrow  Creek  is  being  proposed 
as  a  BCA  in  the  proposed  plan. 
Cemetery  Road  would  be 
managed  under  prescriptions  to 
conserve  greater  sage  grouse. 

1  1. 

Kathleen 

Hadley 

142 

1 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Create  Backcountry  Conservation 

Area  designations  to  manage  areas 
such  as  Arrow  Creek,  Cemetery 

Road,  and  Crooked  Creek. 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

12. 

Bill 

Cunningham 

175 

5 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

One  crucial  point  is  that  the  RMP 
lacks  clear  and  detailed  standards  and 
direction  for  BCA  management.  This 
needs  to  be  remedied  to  insure  that 
high  priority  LWC  units  like  Crooked 
Creek  are  properly  protected  within 
the  BCAs.  For  example,  all  BCAs 
should  either  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  or  protected  with  NSO 
stipulations  along  the  periphery 
where  leasing  is  deemed  appropriate. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

13. 

George 

Alderson 

196 

3 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Backcountry  Conservation  Area:  We 
favor  a  Backcountry  Conservation 

Area  designation  for  Arrow  Creek 
and  Cemetery  Road,  to  protect 
opportunities  for  visitors  to  enjoy 
primitive  forms  of  recreation  and 
hunting. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

14. 

Andrew 

McKean 

206 

2 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Create  Backcountry  Conservation 

Area  designations  to  manage  surface 
use  and  energy  leasing  of  Arrow 

Creek,  Crooked  Creek,  and 

Cemetery  Road 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 
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15. 

Harvey 

Nyberg 

209 

2 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

BLM  has  failed  to  honor  sportsmen 
interests  to  designate  Backcountry 
Conservation  Areas  (BCA's).  BCA's 
are  meant  to  protect,  conserve, 
restore,  and  enhance  larger  areas  of 
generally  intact  and  undeveloped  BLM 
managed  areas  that  contain  functional 
and  fragmented  habitats  and  migration 
and  movement  corridors  for 
recreationally  important  fish  and 
wildlife.  They  provide  for  high  quality, 
wildlife-dependent,  recreation  such  as 
hunting,  fishing,  trapping,  and  wildlife 
watching.  The  local  BLM  offices  within 
the  Lewistown  planning  area  have 
been  working  to  incorporate 
Backcountry  Conservation  Areas 
(BCAs)  into  their  plans  for  the  past 
few  years.  Teddy  Roosevelt 
Conservation  Partners  (TRCP)  along 
with  other  conservation  organization 
such  as  MWF  and  MWA  have  also 
been  deeply  involved  in  developing 
and  supporting  these  special 
management  areas.  1  am  very 
disappointment  that  the  RMP 
completely  fails  to  include  or  mention 
the  consideration  of  these 
management  areas.  BCA's  would 
allow  for  protections  that  would 
create  high  quality  habitats  for 
commonly  hunted  animals  such  as  elk, 
mule  deer,  and  antelope.  Therefore 
adding  to  the  continued  success  of 
wildlife  populations  throughout  the 
planning  area.  BCA's  are  much  like 
our  national  conservation  savings 
account.  Therefore,  BCA's  should  be 
protected  in  the  final  plan. 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

16. 

Bruce 

Patera 

21  1 

3 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Arrow  Creek  and  Cemetery  Road 
should  be  managed  as  Back  Country 
Conservation  Areas  to  maintain 
wildlife  habitat  and  preserve  primitive 
recreational  opportunities  for  all 
citizens,  not  just  to  benefit  one  small 
group  (gas  and  oil  leasing  concerns). 

Arrow  Creek  is  being  proposed 
as  a  BCA  in  the  proposed  plan. 
Cemetery  Road  would  be 
managed  under  prescriptions  to 
conserve  greater  sage  grouse. 
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17. 

Colin 

Cooney 

Trout 

Unlimited 

244 

2 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

TU  supports  Backcountry 

Conservation  Area  (BCA) 
designations.  We  believe  BCAs  are  a 
management  tool  designed  to 
conserve  and  restore  high-intact 
quality  habitats  for  fish  and  game 
species,  and  to  manage  for  wildlife 
dependent  recreation  like  hunting, 
fishing,  and  wildlife  watching.  This 
management  approach  conserves 
valuable  areas  and  supports  public 
access  while  providing  necessary 
multiple-use  flexibility  for  active 
habitat  restoration,  fire  suppression, 
and  the  continuation  of  ranching. 

BCAs  find  the  appropriate  balance  of 
conserving  special  places  from 
development,  while  supporting  access 
and  providing  management  flexibility 
for  habitat  restoration  and  rangeland 
improvements.  Specific  areas  worthy 
of  conservation  as  BCAs  include  the 
greater  Crooked  Creek  area  and  the 
Arrow  Creek  Breaks.  We  urge  the 
final  BLM  RMP  to  adopt  Backcountry 
Conservation  Area  designations. 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

18. 

Rich 

Lane 

252 

1 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Forest  practices  that  include  selective 
harvest  and  utilization  of  non-saw 
trees  most  often  result  in  enhanced 
wildlife  habitat  diversity  and  improved 
livestock  production.  This  type  of 
active  management  can  be  utilized  in 
Backcountry  Conservation  Areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

19. 

Scott 

Laird 

Theodore 

Roosevelt 

Conservation 

Partnership 

255 

1 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Given  that  72  percent  of  Montana 
sportsmen  use  public  lands  for  some 
or  all  of  their  hunting  access,  it's 
critical  that  valuable  public  lands  be 
managed  to  sustain  our  outdoor 
traditions,  and  BCAs  offer  a  balanced 
approach  to  help  do  just  that. 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 
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20. 

Hugo 

Tureck 

256 

1 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

The  Arrow  Creek  Breaks  is  a 
working  landscape  with  strong  wildlife 
and  backcountry  values.  We  and 
other  stakeholders  on  this  landscape 
want  it  to  remain  exactly  that,  with 
specific  management  that  will 
conserve  these  lands  as  they  are  right 
now,  management  that  specifically 
recognizes  the  importance  of  these 
lands  to  hunters,  hikers,  wildlife,  and 
grazing.  Designation  as  a  Backcountry 
Conservation  Area  will  provide  that 
management  certainty  and  that 
recognition. 

Arrow  Creek  is  being  proposed 
as  a  BCA  in  the  proposed  plan. 

21. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

2 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

BCAs  would  allow  for  protections 
that  would  create  high  quality  habitats 
for  commonly  hunted  animals  such  as 
elk,  mule  deer,  and  antelope. 

Therefore,  adding  to  the  continued 
success  of  wildlife  populations 
throughout  the  planning  area.  MWF 
would  like  to  see  BCAs  proposed  in 
the  final  plan. 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

22. 

Steve 

Hertel 

Fergus 

Conservation 

District 

329 

3 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Category:  Crooked  Creek 

BCA/ERMA  Reference:  Volume  1 

Pages  2-43,  item  300,  Volume  1  page 
Glossary-3  Definition  of  BCA; 

Volume  II,  Appendix  A,  Figures  2-39; 
Appendix  Q-26,  Q-39,  Q-48.  With  no 
clear  definition  under  BLM  policy  of 
the  BCA,  we  are  opposed  to  the 
designation  of  183,500-acres  of 
multiple  use  land,  which  could 
drastically  impact  the  local  economy 
and  disrupt  the  rangeland  health. 

Definitions  and  BLM  policy 
guidance  specific  to  backcountry 
conservation  management  areas 
in  land  use  planning  is  described 
in  BLM  instruction 
memorandum  2017-036. 
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# 
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Comment  Text 
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23. 

Scott 

Laird 

Theodore 

Roosevelt 

Conservation 

Partnership 

333 

1 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

The  TRCP  supports  and  recommends 
the  adoption  of  Backcountry 
Conservation  Areas  (BCAs)  as 
identified  in  Alternative  B  as  a 
management  tool  that  the  BLM  can 
utilize  in  areas  that  support  wildlife- 
dependent  recreation  like  hunting, 
fishing,  and  wildlife  watching.  These 
backcountry  lands  sustain  high-quality 
big  game,  upland  bird  and  fisheries 
habitats,  support  traditional  resource- 
based  economies  and  are  widely 
appreciated  by  the  public  for  hunting, 
fishing  and  other  outdoor  recreation. 
This  management  approach  conserves 
valuable  areas  and  supports  public 
access  while  providing  necessary 
multiple-use  flexibility  for  active 
habitat  restoration,  fire  suppression, 
and  the  continuation  of  ranching.  Its 
adoption  would  also  help  the  BLM 
implement  Executive  Order  1 3443  on 
the  Facilitation  of  Hunting  Heritage 
and  Wildlife  Conservation,  and 
Department  of  the  Interior  (DOI) 
Secretarial  Orders  3347,  3356,  and 

3362  on  hunting  and  fishing 
opportunities  and  wildlife  habitat 
conservation. 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

24. 

Scott 

Laird 

Theodore 

Roosevelt 

Conservation 

Partnership 

333 

2 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

We  recommend  the  BLM  follow 
Instruction  Memorandum  2017-036 
and  label  the  areas  currently  indicated 
as  BCA/ERMA  solely  as  BCAs  in  both 
the  maps  and  tables  of  the  FEIS  and 
final  RMP.  We  ask  that  the  ERMA 
name  be  dropped  from  areas 
managed  as  BCAs. 

BCAs  were  incorporated  into 
the  RMP/EIS  as  stand-alone 
recreation  management  areas. 
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25. 

Scott 

Bischke 

354 

3 

Backcountry 

(4)  Crooked  Creek  complex  complex 

BCAs  were  incorporated  into 

Conservation  Areas 

of  areas  should  be  managed  as  a 

the  RMP/EIS  as  stand-alone 

Backcountry  Conservation  Area 

recreation  management  areas. 

(BCA)  as  proposed  in  Alternative  B, 

See  Appendix  Q  for 

not  as  an  Extensive  Recreation 

management  prescriptions 

Management  Area  (EMRA)  with  no 
meaningful  management  prescriptions 
as  offered  in  the  preferred  alternative, 
and  specifically:  *  Wild  units  within 
the  BCA  that  are  adjacent  to  the 

CMR  Wildlife  Refuge  (like  Carter 
Coulee,  Carroll  Coulee,  Fort 
Musselshell  A  and  B,  Horse  Camp 

Trail,  West  Crooked  Creek,  Chain 
Buttes,  Spear  Coulee,  Dunn  Ridge, 
Dovetail,  Biggett  and  Cottonwood) 
must  be  managed  specifically  for  their 
wilderness  character  as  the  areas' 
highest  use,  and  prohibit  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  other  development  and 
uses  that  threaten  those  wilderness 
values;  *  Little  Crooked  Creek,  Drag 
Creek,  and  Blood  Creek  within  this 
complex  should  be  managed 
specifically  for  their  wildlife  habitat 
and  backcountry  hunting 
opportunities. 

specific  to  BCAs. 

26. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

395 

8 

Backcountry 

The  definition  in  Volume  1,  page 

BCAs  were  incorporated  and 

Natural 

Conservation  Areas 

Glossary  3  should  be  eliminated  or 

evaluated  into  the  RMP/EIS  using 

Resource 

changed  to  separate  and  decouple 

the  recreation  management  area 

Coalition 

Backcountry  Conservation  Areas 

designation  process,  which 

from  Extensive  Recreation 

meets  the  intent  of  BLM 

Management  Areas. 

instruction  memorandum  2017- 
036. 

27. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

395 

10 

Backcountry 

We  also  propose  removal  or 

Physical,  social  and  operational 

Natural 

Conservation  Areas 

modification  of  the  Backcountry 

components  described  in 

Resource 

physical,  social  and  operational 

Appendix  Q  are  part  of  the 

Coalition 

components  for  BCA/ERMAs  on  page 

recreation  management  area 

Q-39,  Volume  III. 

designation  process. 
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28. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

12 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

LFO  RMP  Alternatives  B  and  C 
propose  creation  of  a  new, 

Backcountry  Conservation  Area 
(BCA)  designation,  and  transition  of 

1 83,500  acres  of  public  lands  from 
general,  multiple  use  and  sustained 
yield  principals  to  dominant, 
recreational  use  management  under 
BLM  Extensive  Recreational 
Management  Area  (ERMA) 
requirements.  The  recreational 
setting  characteristics  and 
management  restrictions,  including 
non-motorized  access,  limitations  on 
group  size,  primitive  use,  road 
maintenance  and  VRM  Class  II 
designation  impose  new,  stringent, 
and  dominant-use  administrative 
controls  over  the  vast  183,500-acre 
Crooked  Creek  area.  These 
restrictions  will  result  in  conflicts 
with  existing  values,  uses  and  valid 
existing  rights,  including  access,  public 
health  and  safety. 

Impacts  of  recreation  area 
designations  are  discussed  in 
Chapter  4. 

29. 

Ron 

Heggem 

398 

1 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

BLM  proposes  to  establish  four 
BCA/ERMA's  in  the  LRMP  planning 
area  The  upper  portion  of  Arrow 

Creek  is  identified  as  a  Backcountry 
Conservation  Area/Extensive 

Recreation  Management  Area 
(BCA/ERMA)  but  the  rationale  for 
establishing  this  area  is  defective.  The 
area  lacks  public  access  and  is  limited 
to  foot  travel  from  a  few  established 
road  ways.  Stream  access  via  water 
craft  to  the  area  is  limited  during  the 
fall  hunting  season  because  the  river 
becomes  extremely  low.  Most  of  the 
land  that  bounds  Arrow  Creek  is 
private  property  that  can  only  be 
accessed  with  landowner  permission. 
Because  game  animals  tend  to  focus 
on  crop  land  and  water  sources,  most 
of  the  hunting  opportunities  would  be 
on  private  land,  thus  the  potential  for 
trespass  would  be  high.  Retrieval  of 
harvested  big  game  animals  back  to 
the  access  point  would  be  difficult 

Physical  access  exists  to  the 

Arrow  Creek  Backcountry 
Conservation  Area. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-71 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Backcountry  Conservation  Areas) 


Row 

n 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

30. 

Lisa 

Abbott 

445 

1 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

It  is  important  to  me  that  the 

Lewistown  BLM  Field  Office's  RMP 
revisions  incorporate  the  directives 
outlined  in  Dept,  of  the  Interior 
Secretarial  Orders  3347  and  3356  on 
hunting  and  fishing  and  Secretarial 
Order  3362  on  wildlife  habitat 
conservation.  Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas  offer  the  agency 
an  effective  tool  to  do  just  that.  This 
management  approach  should  be 
adopted  in  the  final  RMP  to  conserve 
important  big  game  habitat  and  other 
critical  unfragmented  areas,  prioritize 
active  habitat  restoration  and 
enhancement,  allow  for  traditional 
uses  of  these  lands  to  continue,  and 
support  important  public  access  for 
hunting  and  other  forms  of 
recreation.  These  measures  would  be 
key  steps  towards  fulfilling  the  goals 
outlined  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

Dept,  of  the  Interior  Secretarial 
Orders  3347  and  3356  on 
hunting  and  fishing  and 

Secretarial  Order  3362  on 
wildlife  habitat  conservation  are 
referenced  in  the  RMP/EIS.  See 
Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

31. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

15 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Backcountry  Conservation  Areas 
(BCAs)  were  proposed  as  another 
management  scheme  by  the  Montana 
Sportsmens  Alliance.  BCAs,  according 
to  the  glossary,  are  ERMAs  with 
"targeted  activities,  experiences,  and 
benefits  for  a  BCA  support  primitive 
recreation,  primarily  associated  with 
big  game  hunting."  BCAs  were 
intended  to  be  an  alternative  to,  or 
complementary  of  78  ERMAs,  not 
interchangeable  with  or  a  subgrouping 
of  this  designation.  This  draft  RMP, 
however,  classifies  BCAs  as  the  same 
as  or  an  interchangeable  for  ERMAs. 
MWA  requests  the  agency  clarify 
what  sets  a  BCA  apart  from  an 

ERMA,  and  only  use  this  management 
tool  if  it  provides  different, 
substantial,  and  meaningful 
protections  for  primitive  recreation 
and  wildlife  habitat  than  what  is 
currently  offered  by  other 
management  tools.  When  adopted  as 
proposed  by  the  Montana  Sportsmens 

BCAs  were  incorporated  into 
the  RMP/EIS  as  stand-alone 
recreation  management  areas. 

BLM  evaluated  Backcountry 
conservation  areas  through  the 
recreation  management  process 
defined  in  BLM  Manual  H-8320-1 
Recreation  and  Visitor  Services 
Planning.  See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 
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Alliance,  BCAs  offer  management  for 
important  wildlife  habitat  and 
backcountry  areas  that  existing  ERMA 
direction  may  not.  MWA  encourages 
BLM  to  consider  the  opportunities 
presented  by  BCA  management  as 
stand-alone  category  (not  as  a  subset 
of  ERMAs),  and  include  BCA 
complexes,  with  appropriate  tiered 
management  to  thoroughly  protect 
LWC  units,  in  the  final  plan. 

32. 

Chris 

King 

453 

2 

Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas 

Backcountry  Conservation  Areas 
(BCA)  seems  to  be  a  new  designation. 

Is  there  a  definition  of  BCAs  and 
where  does  the  authority  to  create 
such  a  designation  come  from? 

BLM  evaluated  Backcountry 
conservation  areas  through  the 
recreation  management  process 
defined  in  BLM  Manual  H-8320-1 
Recreation  and  Visitor  Services 
Planning,  as  well  as,  Instruction 
Memorandum  2017-036. 

Evaluation  of  BCAs  is  also  based 
on  implementation  of  Executive 
Order  1 3443  on  the  Facilitation 
of  Hunting  Heritage  and  Wildlife 
Conservation,  and  Department 
of  the  Interior  (DOI)  Secretarial 
Orders  3347,  3356,  and  3362  on 
hunting  and  fishing  opportunities 
and  wildlife  habitat  conservation. 
See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs.  A  definition  is 
contained  in  the  glossary. 

X.3.6  Best  Available  Information-Baseline  Data 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 
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# 

Comment  Code 
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Comment  Text 

Response 

1. 

Randall 

Knowles 

152 

2 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

Here  is  another  reference  to  the  Old 
North  Trail  and  further 
documentation  of  the  Historical 
nature  of  this  area,  Not  Just  Deep 
Creek,  and  its  value  to  Montana's 
Tourism  industry  (sector).  See 
attached  file:  "NHA  proposal-8-2019" 

Discussion  of  the  Old  North 

Trail  has  been  included  in 

Chapter  3. 

2. 

Harvey 

Nyberg 

209 

1 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

Oil  and  gas  development  has  a  direct 
relationship  with  wildlife.  According 
to  a  study  in  the  Journal  of  Global 
Change  Biology,  as  the  extent  and 

The  analysis  is  Chapter  4 
describes  impacts  to  fish  and 
wildlife  from  oil  and  gas 
development.  Further  impacts  to 
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intensity  of  energy  development  in 
North  America  Increases,  so  do 
disturbances  to  wildlife  and  the 
habitats  they  rely  upon.  In  this 
particular  study  titled  "Mule  deer  and 
energy  development  -  Long-term 
trends  of  habituation  and  abundance", 
Mule  Deer  were  studied  for  17  years, 

2  years  pre-development  and  1 5 
years  during  development.  The  study 
showed  that  mule  deer  consistently 
avoided  energy  infrastructure 
throughout  the  15  year  period  of 
development  and  used  habitats  that 
were  an  average  of  9 1 3  meters 
further  from  well  pads  compared  with 
pre  development  patterns  of  habitat 
use.  The  conclusion  showed  the  most 
important  information  for  sportsmen. 
"Mule  deer  abundance  declined  by 

36%  during  the  development  period, 
despite  onsite  mitigation  efforts  (e.g. 
directional  drilling  and  liquid  gathering 
systems)  and  a  45%  reduction  in  deer 
harvest."  A  45%  reduction  in  deer 
harvest  is  extreme  in  areas  that  rely 
upon  hunting  tourism  as  a  basis  of  the 
economy. 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/ 
10.1  1  1  1  /gcb.  1 37 1  1  The  State  of 
Colorado  conducted  a  viability 
analysis  of  the  impacts  of  various 
development  activities  on  Sage 

Grouse.  Oil  and  Gas  Development 
was  the  only  activity  that  drove  Sage 
Grouse  to  extinction  in  all  scenarios. 

wildlife  are  discussed  in 

Appendix  W,  Nature  and  Type 
of  Effects. 

3. 

LAUREL 

WILLIAMS 

The  Pew 
Charitable 

T  rusts 

212 

3 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

Headwaters  Economics-  ECONOMIC 
IMPACTS  OF  ELK  HUNTING  IN 
HUNTING  DISTRICTS  4 1 0,  4 1 2, 

417,  &  426 

https://montanawildlife.org/study- 

shows-backcountry-hunting-boosts- 

economy-in-fergus-and-petroleum- 

counties/ 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 
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4. 

Sarah 

Bates 

National 

Wildlife 

Federation 

241 

2 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

22  Montana  Climate  Assessment, 

2017  Montana  Climate  Assessment: 
Stakeholder  Driven,  Science 

Informed,  Montana  Institute  on 
Ecosystems,  232  (2017),  http://live- 
mcasite.pantheonsite.io/sites/default/fil 
es/thumbnails/image/20 1 7-Montana- 
Climate-Assessment-lr.pdf. 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 

5. 

Sarah 

Bates 

National 

Wildlife 

Federation 

241 

2 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

After  a  fire  occurs,  beaver  dams  "help 
sequester  sediment  [and  wildfire 
debris],  very  locally  decrease  seasonal 
stream  temperatures,  and  enhance 
riparian  re  vegetation.  "2 1  Summer 
temperatures  in  Montana  are 
projected  to  increase  resulting  in 
greater  frequencies  of  wildland  fires 
and  extreme  heat  events.22  As  such, 
beaver  restoration  is  a  vital  tool  that 
the  Lewistown  Field  Office  should  use 
to  enhance  land  resilience  to  wildland 
fire  and  extreme  heat  events. 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 
However  management  actions 
to  address  beaver  restoration 
have  been  added  to  chapter  2. 

6. 

Sarah 

Bates 

National 

Wildlife 

Federation 

241 

3 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

The  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  lists 
and  goes  into  great  depth  on  many  of 
the  potential  positive  impacts  of 
beavers  on  fish  species  in  The  Beaver 
Restoration  Guidebook.  These 
impacts  include:  increased  fish 
productivity/abundance,  increased 
habitat,  increased  rearing,  and 
overwintering  habitat,  enhanced 
growth  rates,  and  cold  water  refuge 
during  warm  summer  months  and  low 
flows.32  32  Pollock,  M.M.,  G.M. 
Lewallen,  K.  Woodruff,  C.E.  Jordan 
and  J.M.  Castro  (Editors)  2018.  The 
Beaver  Restoration  Guidebook: 
Working  with  Beaver  to  Restore 
Streams,  Wetlands,  and  Floodplains. 
Version  2.01.  United  States  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service,  Portland,  Oregon. 

1 89  pp.  Online  at: 

http://www.fws.g0v/0reg0nfw0/T  ools 
ForLandowners/RiverScience/Beaver.a 

s 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 
However  management  actions 
to  address  beaver  restoration 
have  been  added  to  chapter  2. 
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7. 

Sarah 

Bates 

National 

Wildlife 

Federation 

241 

8 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

NWF  recommends  that  the 

Lewistown  Field  Office  examine  the 

Rio  Grande  National  Forest  Plan  for 
excellent  language,  inclusion,  and  use 
of  beaver  restoration  in  a  federal  land 
agency  planning  document.  The  Rio 
Grande  National  Forest  emphasized 
beaver  reintroduction  and  restoration 
in  its  Forest  Plan  as  a  means  of 
achieving  and  monitoring  riparian  and 
watershed  health. 

A  new  management  action  has 
been  added  to  the  Water 
Resources  Section  in  Chapter  2. 

8. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

3 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

Past  and  recent  research  has 
identified  several  challenges  to  North 
America's  elk  country,  including 
unnaturally  dense  forests,  noxious 
weed  invasions,  lack  of  dependable 
water  sources,  and  many  others. 

RMEF  supports  use  of  the  past  25+ 
years  of  research  from  the  Starkey 
Project  and  other  studies  that  have 
laid  the  groundwork  for  managing 
healthy  elk  habitat  (Quigley  and 

Wisdom  2015).  More  recent  research 
on  ungulate  migration  (Sawyer  et  al. 
2013,  Middleton  et  al.  2013),  nutrition 
(Cook  et  al.  20 1 3,  Rowland  et  al. 

2018)  and  elk  security  (Ranglack  et  al. 
20 1 7,  Wisdom  et  al.  20 1 8)  continue 
to  build  on  this  foundation,  and 
should  be  considered  in  land-use 
plans  and  projects. 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS  and  are  more  relevant 
at  the  project  level.  This 
reference  was  determined  to 
not  substantially  change  the 
current  analysis. 
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9. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

1 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

Oil  and  gas  development  has  a  direct 
relationship  with  wildlife.  According 
to  a  study  in  the  journal  of  Global 
Change  Biology  as  the  extent  and 
intensity  of  energy  development  in 
North  America  Increases,  so  do 
disturbances  to  wildlife  and  the 
habitats  they  rely  upon.  In  this 
particular  study  tilted  "Mule  deer  and 
energy  development  -  Long-term 
trends  of  habituation  and  abundance" 
Mule  deer  were  studied  for  1 7  years, 
two  years  pre  development  and  1 5 
years  during  development.  The  study 
showed  that  mule  deer  consistently 
avoided  energy  infrastructure 
throughout  the  15  year  period  of 
development  and  used  habitats  that 
were  an  average  of  9 1 3  meters 
further  from  well  pads  compared  with 
pre  development  patterns  of  habitat 
use.  The  conclusion  showed  the  most 
important  information  for  sportsmen. 
"Mule  deer  abundance  declined  by 

36%  during  the  development  period, 
despite  onsite  mitigation  efforts  (e.g. 
directional  drilling  and  liquid  gathering 
systems)  and  a  45%  reduction  in  deer 
harvest."  A  45%  reduction  in  deer 
harvest  is  extreme  in  areas  that  rely 
upon  hunting  tourism  as  a  basis  of  the 
economy.3  3  Sawyer,  Hall,  et  al. 

"Mule  Deer  and  Energy 
Development-Long-Term  Trends  of 
Habituation  and  Abundance."  Global 
Change  Biology  ,  vol.  23,  no.  1  1,  Oct. 
2017,  pp.  4521-4529. 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  Appendix  L  describes 
stipulations  for  oil  and  gas 
leasing.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 
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10. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

9 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

BLM  must  prioritize  leasing  outside  of 
sage-grouse  habitat,  as  required  by 
the  2015  sage  groues  plans.  Under 
the  2015  Rocky  Mountain  ROD,  BLM 
must:  prioritize  oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
development  outside  of  identified 
PHMAs  and  GHMAs.  This  is  to 
further  limit  future  surface 
disturbance  and  encourage  new 
development  in  areas  that  would  not 
conflict  with  GRSG.  This  objective  is 
intended  to  guide  development  to 
lower  conflict  areas  and  as  such 
protect  important  habitat  and  reduce 
the  time  and  cost  associated  with  oil 
and  gas  leasing  development  by 
avoiding  sensitive  areas,  reducing  the 
complexity  of  environmental  review 
and  analysis  of  potential  impacts  on 
sensitive  species,  and  decreasing  the 
need  for  compensatory  mitigation. 

Oil  and  Gas  development 
stipulations  in  Appendix  L  are 
consistent  with  20 1 5  Sage 

Grouse  management  adopted 
across  Montana  /  Dakotas  BLM. 

1  1. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

10 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

The  state  of  Montana  is  also 
endeavoring  to  protect  sage-grouse, 
which  the  draft  RMP  endangers. 
Executive  Order  No.  12-2015 

General  Principle  21  states  "New  land 
uses  or  activities  in  Core  Areas  shall 
be  avoided  when  possible.  New 
developments  or  land  uses  permitted 
or  authorized  within  Core  Areas  shall 
minimize  impacts  on  suitable  habitat, 
and  reclaim  and  restore  any 
disturbance  (and  mitigation  as 
appropriate)."  The  preferred 
alternative  in  the  2019  RMP  removes 
drill  permitting  at  the  state  level. 

Since  sage  grouse  laws  and  the  sage 
grouse  oversight  team  only  operate  at 
the  state  level,  this  change  of  process 
endangers  the  implementation  of 
protections  many  organizations  and 
people  within  Montana  have  worked 
tirelessly  to  put  into  effect. 

The  current  plan  would  not 
change  the  process  outlined 
under  Executive  Order  No.  12- 
2015  General  Principle  21. 
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12. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

13 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

According  to  the  draft  RMP  and  EIS 
all  alternatives  suggest  20-25%  of  the 
oil  and  gas  production  will  be 
hydraulic  fracturing.  The  Heath  shale 
play  requires  horizontal  or  hydraulic 
fracturing  for  well  stimulation. 

Fracking  has  potential  environmental 
impacts  especially  on  watersheds. 
According  to  a  study  in  the  Journal  of 
Earth  and  Planetary  Science  there  are 
many  potential  risks  of  shale  gas 
drilling  and  hydraulic  fracturing  on 
water  quality  resources.  The  study 
titled  "The  effects  of  shale  gas 
exploration  and  hydraulic  fracturing 
on  the  quality  of  water  resources  in 
the  United  States"  says  there  are 
potential  impacts  on  watersheds  such 
as:  stray  gas  contamination  of  shallow 
groundwater  overlying  shale  gas 
basins,  contamination  of  shallow 
drinking  water  aquifers  from 
connectivity  with  deep  shale 
formations,  and  contamination  of 
surface  waters  and  long  term 
ecological  effects  from  inadequate 
disposal  of  produced  and  flowback 
waters.9  9  Vengosh,  Avner,  et  al. 

"The  Effects  of  Shale  Gas  Exploration 
and  Hydraulic  Fracturing  on  the 

Quality  of  Water  Resources  in  the 
United  States."  Procedia  Earth  and 
Planetary  Science  ,  vol.  7,  2013,  pp. 
863-866. 

The  RMP/EIS  does  analyze  the 
effects  of  hydrologic  fracturing 
on  water  resources  in  Appendix 
W,  Analysis  Assumptions  and 
Cumulative  Effects  Scenario.  The 
cited  study  was  determined  to 
not  substantially  change  the 
current  analysis. 
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13. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

15 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

The  extensive,  positive  ecological 
impacts  of  beavers,  supported  by  a 
growing  body  of  peer-reviewed 
literature,  create  complex  and  diverse 
environments  that  are  more  resilient 
to  disturbance  and  better  able  to 
adapt  to  impacts  of  climate  change. 
Recognizing  this,  NWF  is  working 
directly  with  the  BLM  to  restore 
riparian  areas  using  beaver  mimicry 
and  similar  low-tech  strategies  in 
cooperation  with  the  Glasgow, 
Lewistown  and  Malta  Field  Offices. 

We  encourage  the  BLM  to  revise  the 
draft  RMP  to  reflect  the  best 
available,  peer-reviewed  research  on 
the  positive  impacts  on  ecosystems 
by  beavers  in  addition  to  considering 
several  specific  recommendations  on 
where  beaver  restoration  should  be 
added  to  the  Lewistown  RMP: 

1  .Climate  :  The  best  available  science 
supports  the  conclusion  that  beaver 
restoration  will  help  the  BLM  achieve 
the  Line  14  Goal  under  the  Climate 
resource  section  (pg.  2-7).  This  goal 
for  all  Alternatives  states  that  the 

BLM  will  "provide  for  diverse,  healthy 
ecosystems  that  are  resilient  to 
climate  stressors."  Beaver  restoration 
also  applies  as  a  method  for  climate 
adaptation  under  the  Line  1 5 

Objective,  "apply  ecosystem-level 
climate  adaptation  management 
strategies  where  climate  conditions 
necessitate."Accordingly,  we 
recommend  that  management  actions 
that  support  beaver  restoration  be 
prioritized  as  a  method  for  climate 
adaption  and  potentially  recognized  as 
a  separate  "action"  under  the  Climate 
resource  section. 

A  new  management  action  has 
been  added  to  the  Water 
Resources  Section  in  Chapter  2. 
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X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Best  Available  Information-Baseline  Data) 


Comment  Code 
Name 


Comment  Text 


Response 


Best  available  The  BLM  fails  to  provide  Appendix  C  of  the  Air 

information-baseline  comprehensive  estimates  of  the  total  Resources  Technical  Support 

data  amount  of  C02  or  other  greenhouse  Document  (ARTSD)  contains 

gas  emissions  caused  by  BLM  information  on  emissions  related 

management  actions  and  policies-at  to  forestry,  oil  and  gas,  livestock 

the  Field  Office  level,  regionally,  or  grazing,  fire  management  and 

nationally.  BLM  policymakers  seem  Coal  Bed  natural  gas  and  has 
comfortable  maintaining  a  position  been  posted  to  the  website 
that  they  need  not  take  any  (ePIanning). 

leadership  on  this  issue,  and  obfuscate 
to  justify  their  failure  of  leadership. 

The  best  scientific  information 
strongly  suggests  that  management 
that  involves  removal  of  trees  and 
other  biomass  is  a  strong  net  source 
of  atmospheric  C02-unsurprisingly 
the  draft  EIS  doesn't  state  that  simple 
fact.  If  the  BLM  really  believes  its 
carbon  modeling  can  provide 
meaningful  information,  it  should 
model  the  carbon  flux  over  time  for 
all  of  its  proposed  stand  management 
scenarios  for  each  of  the  forest  types 
found  on  these  BLM  lands.  The  draft 
EIS  fails  to  quantify  C02  and  other 
greenhouse  gas  emissions  from 
several  common  human  activities 
related  to  forest  management  and 
recreational  uses.  These  include 
emissions  associated  with  machines 
used  for  logging  and  associated 
activities,  vehicle  use  for 
administrative  actions,  recreational 
motor  vehicles,  and  most  emissions 
associated  with  livestock  grazing.  The 
BLM  is  simply  ignoring  the  impacts  of 
these  management  and  other 
authorized  activities.  Such  greenhouse 
gas  sources  can  be  quantified.  Kassar 
and  Spitler  (2008)  for  example, 
provide  an  analysis  of  the  carbon 
footprint  of  off-road  vehicles  in 
California.  They  determined  that:  Off¬ 
road  vehicles  in  California  currently 
emit  more  than  230,000  metric  tons  - 
or  5000  million  pounds  -  of  carbon 
dioxide  into  the  atmosphere  each 
year.  This  is  equivalent  to  the 
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emissions  created  by  burning  500,000 
barrels  of  oil.  The  26  million  gallons 
of  gasoline  consumed  by  off-road 
vehicles  each  year  in  California  is 
equivalent  to  the  amount  of  gasoline 
used  by  1.5  million  car  trips  from  San 
Francisco  to  Los  Angeles.  .  .  .  Off¬ 
road  vehicles  emit  considerably  more 
pollution  than  automobiles.  According 
to  the  California  Air  Resources 

Board,  off-road  motorcycles  and  all- 
terrain  vehicles  produce  1  18  times  as 
much  smog-forming  pollutants  as  do 
modern  automobiles  on  a  per-mile 
basis. 

15. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

13 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

The  failure  of  the  draft  EIS  to  face  up 
to  the  loss  of  carbon  sequestration 
from  logging  is  exemplified  by  its  use 
of  volume  of  timber  as  "a  surrogate 
for  carbon  sequestered."  Campbell  et 
al.,  20 1  1  refutes  the  notion  that 
logging  or  other  fuel-reduction 
treatments  increase  forest  carbon 
storage  in  the  western  U.S.:  It  has 
been  suggested  that  thinning  trees 
and  other  fuel-reduction  practices 
aimed  at  reducing  the  probability  of 
high-severity  forest  fire  are  consistent 
with  efforts  to  keep  carbon  (C) 
sequestered  in  terrestrial  pools,  and 
that  such  practices  should  therefore 
be  rewarded  rather  than  penalized  in 
C-accounting  schemes.  By  evaluating 
how  fuel  treatments,  wildfire,  and 
their  interactions  affect  forest  C 
stocks  across  a  wide  range  of  spatial 
and  temporal  scales,  we  conclude  that 
this  is  extremely  unlikely.  Our  review 
reveals  high  C  losses  associated  with 
fuel  treatment,  only  modest 
differences  in  the  combustive  losses 
associated  with  high-severity  fire  and 
the  low-severity  fire  that  fuel 
treatment  is  meant  to  encourage,  and 
a  low  likelihood  that  treated  forests 
will  be  exposed  to  fire.  Although  fuel- 
reduction  treatments  may  be 
necessary  to  restore  historical 

Appendix  C  of  the  Air 

Resources  Technical  Support 
Document  (ARTSD)  contains 
information  on  emissions  related 
to  forestry,  oil  and  gas,  livestock 
grazing,  fire  management  and 

Coal  Bed  natural  gas  and  has 
been  posted  to  the  website 
(ePIanning). 
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functionality  to  fire-suppressed 
ecosystems,  we  found  little  credible 
evidence  that  such  efforts  have  the 
added  benefit  of  increasing  terrestrial 

C  stocks.  Mitchell  et  al.  (2009)  also 
refutes  the  assertion  that  logging  to 
reduce  fire  hazard  helps  store  carbon, 
and  conclude  that  although  thinning 
can  affect  fire,  management  activities 
are  likely  to  remove  more  carbon  by 
logging  than  will  be  stored  by  trying 
to  prevent  fire. 

16. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

14 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

The  BLM  fails  to  reexamine  the 
assumptions  relating  to  timber 
suitability,  resilience  and  sustainability 
as  a  result  of  recent  fires,  past 
regeneration  success/failures,  and 
climate-risk  science.  Conventional 
wisdom  dictates  that  forests 
regenerate  and  recover  from  wildfire. 

If  that's  true,  then  it's  logical  to 
conclude  that  forests  can  regenerate 
and  recover  from  logging.  And  these 
days,  "resilience"  is  a  core  tenant  of 

BLM  planning.  However,  assumptions 
in  the  draft  RMP  relating  to  actively 
promoting  resilience  are  incorrect. 
NEPA  requires  a  "hard  look"  at  the 
best  available  science  relating  to 
future  concentrations  of  greenhouse 
gasses  and  gathering  climate  risk  as 
we  move  forward  into  an  increasingly 
uncertain  and  uncharted  climate 
future.  This  has  not  been  done.  The 
draft  RMP/EIS  does  not  include  a 
legitimate  climate-risk  analysis. 

Appendix  C  of  the  Air 

Resources  Technical  Support 
Document  (ARTSD)  contains 
information  on  emissions  related 
to  forestry,  oil  and  gas,  livestock 
grazing,  fire  management  and 

Coal  Bed  natural  gas  and  has 
been  posted  to  the  website 
(ePIanning).  Analysis 
assumptions  regarding  resilience 
and  sustainability  as  a  result  of 
wildfire  is  discussed  in  Appendix 
W. 
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17. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 

337 

22 

Best  available 

For  commonly  hunted  species  such  as 

Suggested  references  were 

The  Wild 

information-baseline 

elk,  the  Draft  RMP  contains  no 

reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 

Rockies 

data 

mandatory,  nondiscretionary  habitat 

RMP/EIS  and  are  more  relevant 

components  for  winter 

at  the  project  level.  This 

range/conditions,  security,  cover, 

reference  was  determined  to 

road  densities,  or  any  meaningful 

not  substantially  change  the 

numerical  metrics.  It's  as  if  there  is  no 
available  scientific  information  that 
could  inform  the  BLM.  Scientific 

current  analysis. 

information  recognizes  the 
importance  of  thermal  cover, 
including  Lyon  et  al,  1985. 

Christensen  et  al.,  1993  also 
emphasize  "maintenance  of  security, 
landscape  management  of  coniferous 
cover,  and  monitoring  elk  use..."  and 
"In  recent  years,  our  understanding  of 
animal  physiology  on  winter  ranges 
has  modified  this  view.  Forage  is 
important,  but  in  severe  weather 
many  animals  substitute  an  energy- 
conservation  strategy  for  forage 
intake.  Thus,  management  of  winter 
range  to  improve  thermal  cover  and 
prevent  harassment  may  be  as 
important  as  anything  done  to  change 
forage  quantity  or  quality." 
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18.  Jeff 


Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 


Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 


The  Draft  EIS/Draft  RMP  doesn't 
utilize  best  available  science  for 
insuring  viable  populations  of  the 
northern  goshawk,  a  species  whose 
habitat  is  adversely  affected  by  logging 
and  other  forest  management.  Sound 
management  would  utilize  goshawk 
survey  methodology  consistent  with 
the  best  available  science.  For 
example  the  recent  and 
comprehensive  protocol,  "Northern 
Goshawk  Inventory  and  Monitoring 
Technical  Guide"  by  Woodbridge  and 
Hargis  2006.  Also,  USDA  Forest 
Service  2000b  state:  A  common 
thread  in  the  interviews  was  the  lack 
of  a  landscape  approach  in  providing 
goshawk  habitat  well  distributed 
across  the  Forest  (Squires,  Reynolds, 
Boyce).  Reynolds  was  deeply 
concerned  that  both  alternatives 
focus  only  on  600  acres  around 
known  goshawk  nests.  He  was 
concerned  that  this  direction  could 
be  keeping  the  goshawk  population 
artificially  low.  Because  goshawks 
move  around  within  their  territories, 
they  are  very  difficult  to  find 
(Reynolds).  There  might  be  more 
goshawks  on  the  Forest  than 
currently  known  (Squires).  One  or 
two  years  of  goshawk  surveys  is  not 
enough  (Reynolds).  Some  pairs  may 
not  lay  eggs  for  five  years  (Reynolds). 
To  get  confidence  in  identifying 
nesting  goshawk  pairs,  four  to  six 
years  of  surveys  are  needed 
(Reynolds).  (Emphasis  added.) 


Northern  Goshawks  were 
considered  as  part  of  BLM 
sensitive  species  process  and 
not  warranted  in  last  list  (2014). 
Priority  vegetation  management 
will  meet  the  needs  of  goshawk 
and  other  wildlife  species  and 
additional  guidance  is  not 
necessary  in  the  RMP.  Goshawk 
are  further  considered  at  the 
project  level  as  applicable. 
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19. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

26 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

The  Draft  EIS  doesn't  analyze  or 
disclose  the  degree  of  noxious  weed 
spread  due  to  livestock  grazing.  It 
doesn't  quantitatively  estimate  soil 
damage  due  to  livestock  grazing.  The 
Draft  EIS  doesn't  quantitatively 
estimate  riparian  habitat  damage  due 
to  livestock  grazing.  It  doesn't  analyze 
or  disclose  the  interaction  between 
upland  vegetation  changes  due  to 
livestock  grazing,  fire  behavior,  and 
forest  composition.  The  Draft  EIS 
doesn't  analyze  or  disclose  the 
expected  annual  infrastructure 
maintenance  and  installation  costs 
paid  for  by  taxpayers  for  the  benefit 
of  livestock  grazing. 

Impacts  to  noxious  weeds, 
upland  vegetation  and  riparian 
areas  are  discussed  in  Chapter 

4.  Noxious  weed  populations 
are  expected  to  expand  in  some 
areas  and  reduce  in  other  areas 
over  the  LFO  but  will  always  be 
present  for  treatment  regardless 
of  the  decisions  made  in  the 

RMP.  Further  analysis  is  located 
in  Appendix  W,  Analysis 
Assumptions  and  Cumulative 
Effects  Scenario. 

20. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

27 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

The  Draft  EIS  assumes  that  natural 
fire  regimes  would  maintain  much  of 
the  lands  in  open  conditions  with 
widely  spaced  mature  and  old  trees 
including  ponderosa  pine  and  juniper. 
The  BLM  fails  to  acknowledge  that 
mixed-severity  and  even  low-severity 
fire  regimes  result  in  much  more 
variable  stand  conditions  across  the 
landscape  through  time.  Assumptions 
that  drier  forests  did  not  experience 
stand-replacing  fires,  that  fire  regimes 
were  frequent  and  nonlethal,  that 
these  stands  were  open  and 
dominated  by  large  well-spaced  trees, 
and  that  fuel  amounts  determine  fire 
severity  (the  false  thinning  hypothesis 
that  fails  to  recognize  climate  as  the 
overwhelming  main  driver  of  fire 
intensity)  are  not  supported  by 
science  (see  for  example  Baker  and 
Williams  2015,  Williams  and  Baker 
2014,  Baker  et  al.  2006,  Pierce  et  al. 
2004,  Baker  and  Ehle  200 1 ,  Sherriff 
etal.  2014). 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 
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Comment  Code 
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21. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

28 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

The  Draft  RMP/Draft  EIS  is  not  clear 
as  to  how  the  potentially  ever- 
expanding  WUI  boundary  and 
Community  Wildfire  Protection  Plans 
comprise  policy  and  direction  the 

BLM  must  comply  with  or  respond 
to.  The  WUI  can  be  re-defined 
without  any  NEPA  process.  Given  the 
uncertain  location  of  the  WUI,  the 

Draft  EIS  cannot  possibly  analyze  the 
implication  of  plan  implementation  of 
WUI  management. 

WUIs  have  been  added  as  a 
priority  under  fuels  treatment 
management  action.  Modification 
have  been  made  to  the 
document  to  reflect. 

22. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

30 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

The  Draft  RMP/Draft  EIS  has  no 
detailed  long-term  program  for 
maintaining  the  allegedly  safer  "fuel" 
conditions,  including  how  often  areas 
will  be  treated  in  the  future  following 
proposed  treatments,  or  how  areas 
not  needing  treatment  now  will  be 
treated  as  the  need  arises.  The  public 
needs  to  know  what  the  scale  of  the 
long-term  efforts  must  be,  including 
the  amount  of  funding  necessary,  and 
the  likelihood  based  on  realistic 
funding  scenarios  for  such  a  program 
to  be  adequately  and  timely  funded. 
Regardless  of  Draft  RMP/Draft  EIS 
claims  of  unnatural  conditions  due  to 
fire  suppression,  it  doesn't  provide 
scientific  support  for  its  claims  that 
disturbance  regimes  have  somehow 
been  altered  to  the  degree  that 
proposed  actions  are  justified. 

The  RMP/EIS  contains  objectives 
to  treat  areas  of  high  departure 
to  improve  vegetation  condition 
class.  The  RMP  also  contains 
objectives  for  acreages  to  be 
treated  over  the  20  year  plan. 

See  Objectives  under  Vegetation 
Communities  in  Chapter  2. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-87 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Best  Available  Information-Baseline  Data) 
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23. 


Jeff 


Juel 


Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 


337 


36 


Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 


The  Draft  EIS  violates  NEPA  because 
the  BLM  has  not  insured  the  reliability 
of  data  input  to  models,  and  the 
agency  has  not  validated  the  models 
for  the  way  its  analyses  utilizes  them. 
The  BLM  fails  to  consider  the  best 
available  science  in  the  design  of 
Objectives  and  other  draft  RMP 
direction,  formulation  of  alternatives 
and  disclosure  of  impacts,  in  violation 
of  NEPA.  We  ask  that  all  Best 
Available  Scientific  Information  (BASI) 
the  BLM  relies  upon  for  this  planning 
process  be  placed  on  the  RMP 
website  as  soon  as  possible,  and 
maintained  there  as  a  matter  of  public 
record  and  access  as  long  as  the 
revised  land  management  plan  is  being 
designed  and  implemented.  We  also 
request  that  all  scientific  references 
and  other  documents  submitted  as 
part  of  comments  during  this  and 
previous  revision  comment  periods 
be  placed  on  the  website.  This  is 
important  because  science  is  an  ever- 
evolving  process,  and  fully  informed 
decisions  and  sound  management  are 
only  possible  when  managers,  agency 
specialists,  and  the  public  are  kept  up 
to  date.  We  request  that  the 
references  cited  in  these  comments 
be  included  as  BASI  for  this  revision 
process.  If  the  BLM  does  not  agree 
with  any  of  these  references  being 
BASI,  we  ask  that  you  provide  an 
explanation.  We  request  that  the 
BLM  conduct  a  Science  Consistency 
Review  for  this  revision  process.  The 
process  of  "Science  Consistency 
Review"  was  designed  by  Forest 
Service  scientists  (Guldin  et  al.  2003, 
and  Guldin  et  al.  2003b.)  Guldin  et  al. 
2003:  ...outlines  a  process  called  the 
science  consistency  review,  which  can 
be  used  to  evaluate  the  use  of 
scientific  information  in  land 
management  decisions.  Developed 
with  specific  reference  to  land 


Section  W.4  in  Appendix  W, 
Analysis  Assumptions  and 
Cumulative  Effects  Scenario, 
contains  references  used  to 
develop  this  RMP/EIS.  Suggested 
source  was  reviewed  for 
applicability  to  the  RMP/EIS.  This 
approach  was  determined  to  not 
substantially  improve  the 
current  analysis. 


X-88 


Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Best  Available  Information-Baseline  Data) 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

management  decisions  in  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture  Forest 
Service,  the  process  involves 
assembling  a  team  of  reviewers  under 
a  review  administrator  to 
constructively  criticize  draft  analysis 
and  decision  documents.  Reviews  are 
then  forwarded  to  the  responsible 
official,  whose  team  of  technical 
experts  may  revise  the  draft 
documents  in  response  to  reviewer 
concerns.  The  process  is  designed  to 
proceed  iteratively  until  reviewers  are 
satisfied  that  key  elements  are 
consistent  with  available  scientific 
information.  (Emphasis  added.) 

24. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

28 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

3.3-  Resource  Uses;  3.38-  Forest, 
Woodland,  and  Special  Products 
(page  3-5):  add  the  number  of  acres 
available  (suitable)  for  timber 
management,  including  vegetation 
treatments.  Add  description  of  timber 
infrastructure  (mills  and  operators). 

See  Section  3.8  (Forest, 

Woodland,  and  Special  Products 
Section),  of  the  revised  AMS, 
available  on  ePIanning  for  details 
on  current  conditions  of 
woodland  and  forest  plant 
communities  and  trends  for  local 
demand  for  woodland  and  local 
forest  products.  Further 
information  on  areas  suitable  for 
timber  management  and 
vegetation  treatments  can  be 
found  in  the  Vegetation 
Communities  section  of  Chapter 

2. 

25. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

31 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

BLM  should  continue  to  identify  the 
best  available  science  to  inform 
landscape-scale  climate  adaptation 
strategies. 

Management  actions  for  climate 
adaptive  strategies  are  contained 
in  Chapter  2. 
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26. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

41 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

Appendix  L:  While  Appendix  L  lists 
fluid  mineral  stipulations  for  the 
various  alternatives  and  the  BLM's 
ePIanning  website  provides  a  GIS 
database  of  the  data  that  will  be  used 
to  apply  stipulations,  there  is  no 
information  on  data  sources.  FWP 
recommends  using  the  best  available 
fish,  wildlife,  parks,  and  recreation 
information  to  apply  fluid  mineral 
stipulations.  For  example,  FWP 
maintains  GIS  layers  of  big  game 
winter  range  and  the  Montana 

Natural  Heritage  Program  has  the 
most  current  database  of  raptor 
nests.  FWP  has  been  working  with 
the  BLM  Montana  State  Office 

Division  of  Oil  and  Gas  and  several 
field  offices  (e.g.,  Miles  City,  Billings) 
to  share  and  understand  the  GIS  data 
that  is  used  to  apply  stipulations. 

FWP  has  been  a  cooperator  on 
this  plan  and  has  assisted  with 
the  development  of  stipulations 
contained  in  the  RMP/EIS.  The 
RMP/EIS  contains  provisions  to 
coordinate  with  Fish,  Wildlife 
and  Parks  (FWP)  regarding  the 
application  of  stipulations  for 
fluid  minerals. 

27. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

10 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

1  Bradley,  Bethany  A.;  Curtis, 

Caroline  A.;  Chambers,  Jeanne  C. 

2016.  Bromus  response  to  climate 
and  projected  changes  with  climate 
change  [Chapter  9].  In:  Germino, 
Matthew  J.;  Chambers,  Jeanne  C.; 
Brown,  Cynthia  S,  eds.  2016.  Exotic 
brome-grasses  in  arid  and  semiarid 
ecosystems  of  the  western  US: 

Causes,  consequences,  and 
management  implications.  Springer: 
Series  on  Environmental  Management, 
p.  257-274. 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 
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# 
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# 


Lewistown  Proposed  Resource 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Best  Available  Information-Baseline  Data) 


Comment  Code 
Name 


Comment  Text 


Response 


Best  available  2  Austreng  et  al.  (201  I)  "Carbon  Suggested  references  were 

information-baseline  sequestration  in  semi-arid  reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 

data  ecosystems:  Potential  benefits  of  RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 

sagebrush  restoration."  American  determined  to  not  substantially 

Geophysical  Union,  Fall  Meeting  2011,  change  the  current  analysis, 
abstract  B23F-08. 

3  Gebrehaweria  Kidane  Reda.  20 1 8. 

Effect  of  grazing  exclusion  on  carbon 
storage  on  grazing  lands:  A  review, 

International  Journal  of  Development 
Research,  8:  22870-22878. 

4  Beschta  et.  al.  2013.  Adapting  to 
climate  change  on  western  public 
lands:  Addressing  the  ecological 
effects  of  domestic,  wild,  and  feral 
ungulates.  Environ.  Manage.  5 1 :  474- 
491 

5  Meyer,  S.  E.  20 1  I .  Is  climate  change 
mitigation  the  best  use  of  desert 
shrublands?,  Natural  Resources  and 
Environmental  Issues:  1 7(2).  Available 
at: 

http://digitalcommons.usu.edu/nrei/vol 
1 7/iss  I  /2 

6  Qin  et.  al.  20 1 5.  Effects  of  livestock 
exclusion  on  soil  physical  and 
biochemical  properties  of  a  desert 
rangeland.  Pol.  J.  Environ.  Stud.  24: 

2587-2595.  DOI: 

https://doi.org/ 1 0. 1 5244/pjoes/43499 

7  Booker  et  al.  20 1 3.  What  can 
ecological  science  tell  us  about 
opportunities  for  carbon 
sequestration  on  arid  rangelands  in 
the  United  States?  Global 
Environmental  Change  23:  240-251. 

8  Beschta  et.  al.  2014.  Reducing 
livestock  effects  on  public  lands  in  the 
western  United  States  as  the  climate 
changes:  A  reply  to  Svejcar  et  al. 

Environmental  Management,  53(6), 

1 039- 1 042.  doi:  1 0. 1 007/s00267-0 1 4- 
0263-5 
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29. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

13 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

9  Ibid. 

1 0  Jones,  A.  20 1 9.  Do  mechanical 
vegetation  treatments  of  pinyon- 
juniper  and  sagebrush  communities 
work?  A  review  of  the  literature. 

Wild  Utah  Project,  Salt  Lake  City, 

UT. 

1  1  Daryanto  et  al.  201  3.  Managing 
semi-arid  woodlands  for  carbon 
storage:  grazing  and  shrub  effects  on 
above-  and  belowground  carbon. 
Agriculture,  Ecosystems  & 

Environment  169:  1  - 1  1 .  See  also 
Austreng,  A.C.  20 1 2.  The  carbon 
budget  impact  of  sagebrush 
degradation,  M.S.  Thesis,  Boise  State 
Univ. 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 

30. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

14 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

1 2  Batchelor  et  al.  20 1 5.  Restoration 
of  riparian  areas  following  the 
removal  of  cattle  in  the  northwestern 
Great  Basin.  Environ.  Manage.  DOI: 
I0.I007/s00267-0  14-0436-2 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 

31. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

16 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

1  3  Beschta,  Robert  L.,  Debra  L. 
Donahue,  Dominick  A.  DellaSala, 
Jonathan  J.  Rhodes,  James  R.  Karr, 

Mary  H.  O'Brien,  Thomas  L. 

Fleischner,  Cindy  Deacon  Williams. 
2012.  Adapting  toClimate  Change  on 
Western  Public  Lands:  Addressing  the 
Ecological  Effects  of  Domestic,  Wild, 
and  Feral  Ungulates.  Environmental 
Management,  DOI  1 0. 1 007/s00267- 
0I2--9964-9  2012. 

http://www.springerlink.com/content/ 
e239 1 6 1 8 1 9gOI  1  1 7/ful  ltext.pdf 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 

32. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

18 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

14  Gerber,  P.J.,  Steinfeld,  H., 

Henderson,  B.,  Mottet,  A.,  Opio,  C., 
Dijkman,  J.,  Falcucci,  A.  &  Tempio,  G. 
2013.  Tackling  climate  change  through 
livestock  -  A  global  assessment  of 
emissions  and  mitigation 
opportunities.  Food  and  Agriculture 
Organization  of  the  United  Nations 
(FAO),  Rome. 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 
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33. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

20 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

1 5  Saunois,  et  al.,  20 1 6b.  The  global 
methane  budget  2000-20 1 2.  Earth 

Syst.  Sci.  Data,  8,  697-751,2016 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 

34. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

22 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

1 6  Ripple  William  J.,  Pete  Smith, 

Helmut  Haberl,  Stephen  A.  Montzka, 
Clive  McAlpine  and  Douglas  H. 

Boucher,  2014.  Ruminants,  climate 
change  and  climate  policy.  Nature 
Climate  Change,  Vol.  4,  January  2014. 
More  explanation  can  be  found  at: 
https://www.facebook.com/DavidAvo 
cadoWolfe/videos/ 1 0 1 53860 1 2644 1 5 

12/ 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 

35. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

24 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

1 7  Beschta,  Robert  L.,  Debra  L. 
Donahue,  Dominick  A.  DellaSala, 
Jonathan  J.  Rhodes,  James  R.  Karr, 

Mary  H.  O'Brien,  Thomas  L. 

Fleischner,  Cindy  Deacon  Williams. 
2012.  Adapting  to  Climate  Change  on 
Western  Public  Lands:  Addressing  the 
Ecological  Effects  of  Domestic,  Wild, 
and  Feral  Ungulates.  Environmental 
Management,  DOI  1 0. 1 007/s00267- 
0I2--9964-9  2012. 

http://www.springerlink.com/content/ 
e239 1 6 1 8 1 9gOI  1  1 7/ful  ltext.pdf 

Suggested  references  were 
reviewed  for  applicability  to  the 
RMP/EIS.  This  reference  was 
determined  to  not  substantially 
change  the  current  analysis. 

36. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

23 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

The  analysis  does  not  adequately 
disclose  the  amount  of  motorized 
access  and  motorized  recreation  that 
has  been  lost  to  public  use  since  the 

1 960's. 

Route-specific  motorized 
designations  will  be  made  during 
the  travel  planning  process. 

37. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

29 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

-Reasons  are  being  used  to  close 
motorized  opportunities  that  do  not 
have  data  and  studies  to  back  them. 

No  route-specific  motorized 
closures  are  being  made. 

38. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

34 

Best  available 

information-baseline 

data 

-The  analysis  has  not  adequately 
considered  data  and  studies  that 
supports  an  unbiased  and  a  balanced 
view  of  how  motorized  recreation 
impacts  the  natural  environment.  - 
The  analysis  does  not  have  adequate 
site  specific  data  and  studies  as 
required  by  the  NEPA  to  justify 
motorized  closures. 

Route-specific  motorized 
designations  will  be  made  during 
the  travel  planning  process. 
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X.3.7  Comment  Period  Extension 


Row 

# 
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# 
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# 

Comment  Code 
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Comment  Text 
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1. 

Greg 

Gianforte 

House  of 
Representatives 

65 

1 

Comment  Period 
Extension 

At  the  direction  of  the  Fergus  County 
Commissioners,  1  am  requesting  that 
your  office  consider  extending  the 
comment  period  until  September 

1 5th,  20 1 9.  A  30  day  extension  would 
give  stakeholders  adequate  time  to 
review  the  extensive  1 300-page  plan 
and  give  your  office  helpful  feedback. 

The  BLM  is  obligated  to  meet 
timelines  for  streamlining  the 
NEPA  process.  Adherence  to 
the  90-day  public  comment 
period  required  by  43  CFR 

1 6 1 0.2  is  necessary  to  meet 
time  restrictions  outlined  in 
Secretarial  Order  3355. 

X.3.8  Consistency  with  Other  Plans/Policies 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

1. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

1 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

Administrative:  Incorporation  of  Local 
Land  Use  Plans  (Volume  III  C-3): 

Fergus  County  Land  Use  Plan  Fergus 
County  is  concerned  that  the  BLM's 
plan  fails  to  reference  the  Fergus 
County  Land  Use  Plan  in  its 
documents. 

Fergus  County  Land  Use  Policy 
has  been  added  in  Appendix  C. 

2. 

Harvey 

Nyberg 

209 

3 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

The  Tax  Relief  and  Health  Care  Act 
of  2006  places  a  legislative  ban  on 
new  oil  and  gas  leasing  along  the  100 
mile  long  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
south  of  Glacier  National  Park.  A 

BLM  parcel  near  Swift  Reservoir  on 
the  Rocky  Mountain  Front  is  open  to 
leasing  in  this  draft  in  violation  of  this 
law.  Many  people  believe  the  Front  is 
the  jewel  of  Montana,  where  the 
plains  and  the  mountains  dramatically 
meet  and  grizzly  bears  still  wander 
well  out  into  the  plains.  This  area  is 
also  home  to  Outstanding  Natural 

Areas  (ONAs)  such  as  Ear  Mountain, 
Blind  Horse  Creek,  Chute  Mountain, 
Deep  Creek,  and  Battle  Creek.  The 
protections  for  these  areas  seem  to 
have  been  scrapped  in  the  preferred 
alternative  version.  ONAs  are  areas 
with  high  scenic  values  that  have  been 
little  altered  by  human  impact. 

BLM  has  updated  the  GIS  for 
areas  withdrawn  under  the  Tax 
Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  Management  actions 
associated  with  the  parcel 
referenced  have  been  adjusted 
accordingly. 
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3. 

Harvey 

Nyberg 

209 

6 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

BLM  must  prioritize  leasing  outside  of 
sage-grouse  habitat,  as  required  by 
both  the  20 1 5  and  20 1 9  Records  of 
Decision  (ROD)  and  Approved 
Resource  Management  Plan 
Amendments  for  the  Rocky  Mountain 
Region  and  Northwest  Colorado 
Greater  Sage-Grouse  Approved 
Resource  Management  Plan 

Amendment  (ARMPA).  The  proposed 
plan  violates  FLPMA  because  it  fails  to 
prevent  unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation  of  the  PHMA  and  GHMA 
lands  being  offered  for  lease.  One  of 
the  key  requirements  of  the  20 1 5 
Sage-grouse  Plans  was  that  when  BLM 
"when  authorizing  third-party  actions 
that  result  in  GRSG  habitat  loss  and 
degradation,  the  BLM  will  require  and 
ensure  mitigation  that  provides  a  net 
conservation  gain...  to  the  species." 
Rocky  Mountain  ROD  at  1  -27.  The 

Plan  expressly  required  such 
mitigation  when  oil  and  gas 
development  is  authorized  in  PHMA 
and  GHMA.  Id.  at  1-36. 

Oil  and  Gas  development 
stipulations  in  Appendix  L  are 
consistent  with  20 1 5  Sage 

Grouse  management  adopted 
across  Montana  /  Dakotas  BLM. 
Stipulations  for  fluid  mineral 
leasing  within  PHMA  and  GHMA 
are  contained  in  the  Special 

Status  Species  section  of 

Chapter  2. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-95 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Consistency  with  Other  Plans/Policies) 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

4. 

Bruce 

Patera 

21  1 

1 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

If  1  understand  correctly,  this 
alternative  would  open  99%  of  the 
public  lands  administered  by  the 
Lewistown  District  of  the  BLM  to  oil 
and  gas  leasing.  How  is  this  in 
accordance  with  the  mandate  of  the 
BLM,  which  is  to  manage  for  multiple 
uses? 

Areas  open  to  oil  and  gas 
include  stipulations  to  protect 
other  resource  values  and  uses. 
FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation.  Further  constraints 
on  fluid  mineral  leasing  are 
contained  in  Appendix  L. 

5. 

Steve 

Hertel 

Fergus 

Conservation 

District 

329 

1 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

Category:  Consistency  Review  and 
Incorporation  of  Local  Land  Use  Plans 
Reference:  RMP  General  Fergus 

County  has  a  land  use  plan  in  place 

Fergus  County  Land  Use  Policy 
has  been  added  in  Appendix  C. 
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6. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

4 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

Appendix  D,  Implementation  and 
Monitoring,  provides  more 
information  on  implementation  and 
monitoring."However  we  find  nothing 
in  Appendix  D  that  resembles  a 
detailed  monitoring  plan.  This  violates 
planning  regulations  at  43  CFR  § 
1610.4-9  which  require:  Monitoring 
and  evaluation.  The  proposed  plan 
shall  establish  intervals  and  standards, 
as  appropriate,  for  monitoring  and 
evaluation  of  the  plan.  Such  intervals 
and  standards  shall  be  based  on  the 
sensitivity  of  the  resource  to  the 
decisions  involved  and  shall  provide 
for  evaluation  to  determine  whether 
mitigation  measures  are  satisfactory, 
whether  there  has  been  significant 
change  in  the  related  plans  of  other 
Federal  agencies,  State  or  local 
governments,  or  Indian  tribes,  or 
whether  there  is  new  data  of 
significance  to  the  plan.  The  Field 
Manager  shall  be  responsible  for 
monitoring  and  evaluating  the  plan  in 
accordance  with  the  established 
intervals  and  standards  and  at  other 
times  as  appropriate  to  determine 
whether  there  is  sufficient  cause  to 
warrant  amendment  or  revision  of 
the  plan. 

The  BLM  periodically  reviews 
the  progress  in  meeting  the  plan 
objectives  and  adhering  to  the 
management  framework 
established  by  the  plan.  Council 
on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ) 
regulations  implementing  NEPA 
state  that  agencies  may  provide 
for  monitoring  to  ensure  that 
their  decisions  are  carried  out 
and  should  do  so  in  important 
cases  (40  CFR  1 505.2[c]).  To 
meet  these  requirements,  the 

BLM  will  prepare  periodic 
reports  on  the  implementation 
of  the  RMP. 
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7. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

5 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

Public  review  of  the  draft  RMP/draft 

EIS  is  further  confounded  because  it 
apparently  incorporates  management 
direction  from  other  documents  or 
policy  without  actually  stating  it-  that 
is,  explicitly  making  it  a  part  of  the 

RMP.  For  example,  it  mentions  such 
direction  as  the  Final  EIS  for 

Northern  Rockies  Lynx  Amendment 
(Forest  Service  2007),  the  Grizzly 

Bear  Recovery  Plan,  the  Interagency 
Rocky  Mountain  Front  Wildlife 
Monitoring/Evaluation  Program  for 
mineral  exploration  and  development, 
and  the  "decisions  from  the 

Lewistown  Field  Office  Greater  Sage- 
Grouse  Approved  RMP  Amendment" 
but  those  aren't  available  on  the  plan 
revision  website,  nor  even 
hyperlinked  to  some  other  website 
where  they  are  found.  The  BLM  must 
explicitly  state  plan-level  direction  in 
the  RMP,  unless  this  other  direction  is 
regulation  or  policy  that  would  be 
changed  following  standard  legal 
processes  or  procedures. 

The  BLM  is  obligated  to  meet 
page  limits  for  streamlining  the 
NEPA  process.  Adherence  to 
page  limitations  is  required 
under  Secretarial  Order  3355. 
Referenced  documents  are 
reasonably  available  for 
inspection  by  potentially 
interested  parties. 

8. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

6 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

The  plan  should  emphasize 
coordination  with  Montana  Fish, 

Wildlife  and  Parks  to  enhance  and 
improve  the  quality  of  big-game 
winter  range  and  migration  corridors 
on  federal  lands  in  accordance  with 
Secretarial  Order  3362. 

The  RMP/EIS  contains  an 
objective  to  manage  habitats  to 
support  Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  & 
Parks  (MFWP)  big  game  herd 
unit  objectives,  fish  management 
objectives,  and  well-distributed, 
healthy  populations  offish  and 
wildlife  species  consistent  with 
the  MFWP’s  State  Wildlife 

Action  Plan  (MFWP  2015)  and 
strategic  population  plans,  and 
to  achieve  the  stated  purpose  of 
designated  wildlife  habitat 
management  areas. 
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9. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

8 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

the  BLM  should  avoid  policy  and  land 
use  plan  changes  that  would 
undermine  the  conservation  actions 
that  US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
relied  upon  when  reaching  its 
conclusion  that  Endangered  Species 

Act  protections  for  the  Greater  Sage 
Grouse  were  not  warranted  in  20 1 5. 

Conservation  management 
objectives  outlined  in  the  20 1 5 
Record  of  Decision  and 
approved  resource  management 
plan  amendments  for  the  Rocky 
Mountain  region  are 
incorporated  into  the  RMP/EIS. 
Additional  stipulations  for  fluid 
mineral  leasing  in  PHMA  and 
GHMA  are  contained  in 

Appendix  L  and  are  consistent 
with  2015  Sage  Grouse 
management  adopted  across 
Montana  /  Dakotas  BLM. 

10. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

1  1 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

1.5  Collaboration  and  Coordination; 

1 .5  1  Intergovernmental  and 

Interagency  (page  1-5).  Add  a 
statement  about  collaborative 
planning  with  local,  state  and  federal 
governments  to  reduce  wildfire  risk 
and  improve  forest  health  and 
resiliency  across  ownerships.  Linking 
to  the  Community  Wildfire 

Protection  Plans  would  show  how  the 
plan  uses  local  fire  risk  assessment 
and  mitigation  plans. 

The  RMP/EIS  contains 
management  action  in  Chapter  2 
to  “In  partnership  with  local, 
state,  and  federal  partners,  build 
capacity  within  communities 
bordering  federal  lands  to 
reduce  risks  and  threats  from 
wildfire.” 

The  following  additional 
statement  has  been  added  to 
this  management  action:  “BLM 
will  plan  collaboratively  with 
local,  state  and  federal 
governments  to  reduce  wildfire 
risk  and  improve  forest  health 
and  resiliency  across  land 
ownership  units  and  incorporate 
Community  Wildfire  Protection 
Plans  and  Pre-disaster  Mitigation 
Plans  in  its  approach  toward 
local  fire  risk  assessment  and 
mitigation  as  time  and  funding 
allows.” 
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1  1. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

35 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

With  the  passage  of  the  Rocky 

Mountain  Front  Heritage  Act,  the 
existing  Activity  Plan  for  the  Blind 

Horse  ONA  was  intended  to  guide 
management  of  this  tract  of  land. 
Motorized  travel  is  prohibited  under 
the  existing  Activity  Plan.  Without 
this  protection,  motorized  travel  is  a 
real  possibility  considering  adjacent 
private  land  access  and  historic  roads 
within  the  Blind  Horse  ONA  and 
would  not  exclude  ATV  and 
snowmobile  use.  The  Blind  Horse 

ONA  is  important  winter  and 
summer  range  for  elk,  mule  deer,  big 
horn  sheep,  grizzly  bears,  mountain 
goats  and  other  wildlife  species  that 
are  sensitive  to  disturbance.  The 
intent  of  the  RMF  Heritage  Act  and 
the  current  Activity  Plan  should  be 
followed,  and  motorized  travel  should 
be  prohibited  within  the  Blind  Horse 
ONA. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Management 
actions  associated  with 
conservation  management  areas 
are  contained  in  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Front  Conservation 
Management  Areas  section  of 
Chapter  2. 

12. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

4 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

Title  2  of  the  Federal  Land  Use  Policy 
and  Management  Act  (FLPMA) 
requires  the  Secretary  of  Interior  to 
"coordinate  the  land  use  inventory, 
planning,  and  management  activities 
for  such  lands  with  the  land  use 
planning  and  management  programs 
of  other  federal  departments  and 
agencies  and  of  the  States  and  Local 
governments."  The  "assure  due 
consideration"  and  "consistency" 
mandate  necessitates  keeping 
apprised  of  local  land  use  plans, 
processes  and  programs  that  are 
germane  to  the  development  of 
Resource  Management  Plans  and 
processes.  The  RMP  is  silent  as  to 
how  BLM  reviewed,  considered  or 
attempted  consistency  with  the 

Fergus  or  other  land  use  plans  for  the 
planning  area,  or  in  the  selection  of 

RMP  Alternatives. 

FLPMA  specifically  directs  the 

BLM  to  coordinate  with  state, 
federal,  local  and  tribal 
governments  to  assist  in 
resolving  inconsistencies 
between  BLM's  land  use  plans 
and  local  land  use  plans,  to  the 
maximum  extent  consistent  with 
federal  law  and  the  purposes  of 
FLPMA.  Fergus  County  Land 

Use  Policies  have  been 
incorporated  into  Appendix  C. 
Fergus  county  participated 
extensively  in  the  development 
of  this  plan  as  a  formal 
cooperating  agency. 
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13. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

395 

32 

Consistency  with  other 

Fergus  County  has  adopted  a  no  net 

Forage  acreage  availabilities  and 

Natural 

plans/policies 

AUM  loss  of  livestock  grazing  policy, 

stocking  rates  are  addressed  in 

Resource 

due  to  increasing  wildlife  population 

the  Livestock  Grazing  Section, 

Coalition 

and  habitats.  This  means  that  if  an 
increase  in  habitat  for  wildlife  is 

found  in  Chapter  2. 

proposed,  the  BLM  is  to  facilitate  a 
proportionate  increase  in  livestock 
AUM's.  (FCLUP  pg.  4  Policy  4) 

14. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

395 

33 

Consistency  with  other 

Fergus  County  has  adopted  an 

FLPMA  specifically  directs  the 

Natural 

plans/policies 

economic  policy  that  encourages 

BLM  to  coordinate  with  state, 

Resource 

federal  agencies  to  factor  in  agrarian 

federal,  local  and  tribal 

Coalition 

interests  into  their  decision  making: 

governments  to  assist  in 

"Fergus  County  believes  all  land  use 

resolving  inconsistencies 

decisions  should  take  into  account 

between  BLM's  land  use  plans 

the  effect  on  the  economy  with 

and  local  land  use  plans,  to  the 

recognition  of  the  fact  that  agriculture 

maximum  extent  consistent  with 

production  is  the  largest  segment  of 

federal  law  and  the  purposes  of 

our  economy  and  affects  other  area 

FLPMA.  Fergus  County  Land 

businesses,  services,  schools,  and  our 

Use  Policies  have  been 

tax  base."  (FCLUP  pg.  6  Policy  2). 

incorporated  into  Appendix  C. 
Fergus  county  participated 
extensively  in  the  development 
of  this  plan  as  a  formal 
cooperating  agency. 

15. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

395 

46 

Consistency  with  other 

BLM  should  review,  understand  and 

Appendix  C  contains  reference 

Natural 

plans/policies 

incorporate  county  ordinances  or 

to  these  county  ordinances  and 

Resource 

policies  designed  to  prevent  disease 

policies.  BLM  coordinates  with 

Coalition 

or  parasite  transmission  from  wildlife 

state,  federal,  local  and  tribal 

to  domestic  species  or  vice  versa. 

governments  to  assist  in 
resolving  inconsistencies 
between  BLM's  land  use  plans 
and  local  land  use  plans,  to  the 
maximum  extent  consistent  with 
federal  law  and  the  purposes  of 
FLPMA. 
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16. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

47 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

This  proposed  action  for  Alternatives 

B,  C,  and  D  represent  an  expansion 
of  bighorn  sheep  habitat  from  99, 1 87 
acres  of  BLM-managed  land  to  an 
unspecified  number  of  acres,  and 
potentially  all  acres  of  suitable 
unoccupied  habitat.  The  proposed 
policy  in  LFO  RMP  Item  124 
foreseeably  could  result  in  a 
reduction  in  the  number  of  acres  or 
grazing  allotments  AUMs  currently 
available  for  domestic  sheep  and 
goats,  contrary  to  the  approved 

Fergus  County  Land  Use  Plan:  Fergus 
County  supports  no  net  loss  of 
livestock  grazing  AUM'S  for  any 
permitee  due  to  increasing  wildlife 
population  and  habitats.  If  there  is  an 
increase  in  available  public  habitat  for 
wildlife  and  game  numbers  are 
allowed  to  increase,  there  will  be  a 
proportionate  increase  in  livestock 
AUM'S."  *  We  recommend  that  prior 
to  allowing  new  bighorn  sheep 
populations  in  presently  unoccupied 
habitat,  BLM  ensure  that  such  action 
will  not  reduce  number  of  AUMs  or 
affect  domestic  allocations  on  grazing 
allotments.  If  there  is  an  expansion  of 
Bighorn  Sheep  in  the  planning  area  on 
BLM  lands,  it  should  not  have  a 
negative  impact  on  the  human 
environment  or  economics.  It  should 
not  have  an  adverse  impact  on  private 
property. 

FLPMA  specifically  directs  the 

BLM  to  coordinate  with  state, 
federal,  local  and  tribal 
governments  to  assist  in 
resolving  inconsistencies 
between  BLM's  land  use  plans 
and  local  land  use  plans,  to  the 
maximum  extent  consistent  with 
federal  law  and  the  purposes  of 
FLPMA.  Fergus  County  Land 

Use  Policies  have  been 
incorporated  into  Appendix  C. 
Fergus  county  participated 
extensively  in  the  development 
of  this  plan  as  a  formal 
cooperating  agency.  Forage 
acreage  availabilities  and 
stocking  rates  are  addressed  in 
the  Livestock  Grazing  Section, 
found  in  Chapter  2--no  livestock 
AUM  reductions  are  proposed 
in  Alternatives  C  or  D.  BLM 
coordinates  with  the  State  of 
Montana  regarding 
introductions,  augmentations 
and  transplants  of  big  horn 
sheep  within  the  planning  area. 

17. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

51 

Consistency  with  other 
plans/policies 

The  LFO  RMP  is  silent  as  to  how  BLM 
may  have  complied  with  Executive 
Order  13817,  "A  Federal  Strategy  to 
Ensure  Secure  and  Reliable  Supplies 
of  Critical  Minerals."  Given  the 
strategic  importance  of  rare  earth 
metals  to  the  United  States  and 
tensions  with  rare  earth  providing 
nations,  the  importance  of  Collar 

Gulch  ACEC  should  be  investigated 
and  an  inventory  preformed. 

Mining  is  regulated  under  the 

1 872  Mining  Act.  There  are  no 
withdrawals  proposed  under  the 
proposed  action.  BLM  is 
required  to  identify  new  sources 
of  critical  minerals  under  E.O. 
13817.  Reference  to  E.O.  13817 
as  a  planning  criteria  has  been 
added  to  Section  1 .7. 
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1. 

LAUREL 

WILLIAMS 

The  Pew 
Charitable 

T  rusts 

212 

7 

Cooperating  Agency 
relationships 

The  BLM  should  coordinate  with  and 
recognize  the  State  of  Montana's 
responsibility  to  manage  wildlife 
populations  and  pursuant  to 

Secretarial  Order  3362  prioritize  the 
enhancement  of  big-game  winter 
range  and  migration  corridors  on 
federal  lands.  BLM  should  manage  to 
protect  lands  with  wilderness 
character  as  a  tool  to  safeguard 
valuable  habitat  for  wildlife  making 
seasonal  migrations  allowing  wildlife 
to  move  freely  and  unimpeded 
throughout  the  field  office  boundary. 

Dept,  of  the  Interior  Secretarial 
Orders  3347  and  3356  on 
hunting  and  fishing  and 

Secretarial  Order  3362  on 
wildlife  habitat  conservation  are 
referenced  in  the  RMP/EIS.  See 
Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 

2. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

2 

Cooperating  Agency 
relationships 

RMEF  works  closely  with  each  state's 
wildlife  agency.  These  agencies  are 
our  vital  partners.  In  setting  new 
management  directions  for  elk  habitat 
in  land-use  plans  and  project  design, 
we  encourage  that  the  BLM  planning 
effort  be  coordinated  with  state 
wildlife  agencies  and  that  state  agency 
goals  for  elk  be  integrated  into  the 
plan.  RMEF  encourages  the  BLM  to 
utilize  State  Comprehensive  Wildlife 
Plans  and  data  in  developing  desired 
outcomes  and  monitoring  results 
related  to  the  management  of  elk  and 
other  wildlife  species  on  BLM- 
administered  lands. 

The  RMP/EIS  contains  an 
objective  to  manage  habitats  to 
support  Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  & 
Parks  (MFWP)  big  game  herd 
unit  objectives,  fish  management 
objectives,  and  well-distributed, 
healthy  populations  offish  and 
wildlife  species  consistent  with 
the  MFWP’s  State  Wildlife 

Action  Plan  (MFWP  2015)  and 
strategic  population  plans,  and 
to  achieve  the  stated  purpose  of 
designated  wildlife  habitat 
management  areas. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-103 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Cooperating  Agency  Relationships) 


Row 

# 

First  Name 
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# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
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Comment  Text 
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3. 

Scott 

Laird 

Theodore 

Roosevelt 

Conservation 

Partnership 

333 

5 

Cooperating  Agency 
relationships 

Noxious  weed  control  is  essential  to 
high  quality  rangeland  and  wildlife 
habitat  conditions.  We  encourage  the 
BLM  to  pursue  cooperative 
agreements  with  other  agencies, 
private  landowners  and  NGOs,  utilize 
public  education,  and  integrate 
management  activities  including 
mechanical,  biological  and  chemical 
controls  to  address  noxious  weed 
infestations  where  they  occur.  We 
support  the  continued 
implementation  of  the  EDRR  program 
that  prioritizes  newly  identified 
infestations  and  the  continued  use  of 
the  range  improvement  cooperative 
that  partners  with  private  landowners 
to  control  noxious  weeds  on  private 
lands. 

The  RMP/EIS  contains 
management  actions  for 
coordination  with  local,  state 
and  federal  agencies.  BLM  has  no 
authority  to  treat  weeds  on 
private  lands  unless  under 
partnership  or  agreements. 
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# 
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# 
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4. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

2 

Cooperating  Agency 
relationships 

LRMPVol.  1,  page  1-5,  para  1.5.1. 
(Collaboration  and  Coordination) 
Comment:  Although  Fergus  County 
was  invited  by  BIM  to  participate  in 
the  LRMP  planning  document,  Fergus 
County's  Land  Use  Policy  requires 
"federal  and  state  agencies  proposing 
actions  that  will  impact  Fergus 

County  Land  Use  Policy  shall  prepare 
and  submit  in  writing,  and  in  a  timely 
manner,  report(s)  oh  the  purposes, 
objectives  and  estimated  impacts  of 
such  actions,  including  economic,  to 
the  Fergus  County  Commission." 

There  is  no  evidence  that  such  a 
report  was  filed  with  Fergus  County. 
While  Fergus  County  was  invited  and 
agreed  to  participate  in  the  LRMP 
process  as  a  cooperating  agency, 

FLPMA  entitles  counties  to  be 
coordinately  involved  in  these 
matters  as  a  coordinating  agency. 

While  paragraph  1.5  refers  to 
collaboration  and  coordination,  the 
offer  to  counties  in  the  LRMP 
planning  area  was  only  for 
cooperating  agency  status,  not 
coordination_  The  coordination 
provision  established  by  FLPMA 
enables  local  governments  to  be  equal 
in  status  in  resolving  issues  of 
concern  that  may  arise  between 
federal  and  local  governments. 
Recommendation:  That  BLM  comply 
with  Fergus  County  Land  Use  Policy 
and  FLPMA  that  requires  BIM  to 
"coordinate  with  the  County 
Commission  for  the  purpose  of 
planning  and  managing  federal  and 
state  lands  within  the  geographic 
boundaries  of  Fergus  County, 

Montana." 

FLPMA  specifically  directs  the 

BLM  to  coordinate  with  state, 
federal,  local  and  tribal 
governments  to  assist  in 
resolving  inconsistencies 
between  BLM's  land  use  plans 
and  local  land  use  plans,  to  the 
maximum  extent  consistent  with 
federal  law  and  the  purposes  of 
FLPMA.  Fergus  County  Land 

Use  Policies  have  been 
incorporated  into  Appendix  C. 
Fergus  county  participated 
extensively  in  the  development 
of  this  plan  as  a  formal 
cooperating  agency. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-105 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Cooperating  Agency  Relationships) 


Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Cultural  and  Heritage  Resources) 
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# 
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# 

Comment  Code 
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Comment  Text 
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1. 

Gary 

LaFranier 

Northern 

Cheyenne 

THPO 

2S9 

1 

Cultural  and  Heritage 
Resources 

In  the  Cultural  and  Heritage 

Resources  section,  in  Chapter  3 
Affected  environment.  When  saying 
that  there  is  one  site  per  1 34  acres 
and  or  4.8  sites  per  square  mile  and 
all  the  other  acres  mentioned  about 
the  sites.  Will  they  be  protected  and 
what  will  it  take  to  keep  these  sacred 
cultural  sites  from  harms  way.  How 
many  cultural  sites  are  exaclty 
recorded  and  is  there  a  map  that 
shows  where  everything  is  located. 
Cultural  sites  are  important  to  all 
tribes,  will  these  alternatives  be  met 
when  something  does  happen  such  as 
thinning,  vegetation  management,  and 
or  erosion,  timber  sales,  disturbance 
to  the  ground  activities.  Reading 
every  thing  in  the  draft,  1  notice  not 
much  is  written  about  cultural  and 
Heritage  recources.  If  you  can  add 
more  information  for  cultural 
resources  such  as  any  sites  that  will 
be  affected  in  the  future,  what  sites 
are  catalog  in  the  data  collection. 

New  areas  need  to  provide  a  visual 
while  accessing  the  report. 

Site  density  is  calculated  by 
information  provided  by  BLM  by 
the  Montana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office  .  As 
previously  stated  site  density  for 
the  LFO  is  1 0.8  sites  per  square 
mile,  this  is  reflected  by  available 
data  as  of  the  publication  of  the 
DRMP/EIS.  This  information 
does  not  indicate  that  the 
information  provided  is 
comprehensive  in  nature.  The 
planning  area  has  approximately 

1  1,830  documented  sites  and 

2,500  previous  Class  III 

Inventories  (See  BLM  SMA). 
Cultural  Resource  data  is 
sensitive  in  nature  and  is 
therefore  not  identified  for 
specific  site  locations  in  public 
documents,  however  a  general 
map  would  be  available  for 
interested  Tribal  communities. 

The  BLM  is  obligated  by  various 
laws  to  maintain  ,  inventory  and 
manage  against  destruction  of 
cultural  resources 

2. 

jonathan 

Windy  Boy 

Chippewa  Cree 
Tribe 

336 

2 

Cultural  and  Heritage 
Resources 

We  also  note  that  the  RMP  makes 
only  vague  and  slight  mention  of  the 
need  to  comply  with  Section  1 06  and 
Section  1  10  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  (NHPA)  and  leaves 
as  incomplete  compliance  with  the 
National  Environmental  Protection 

Act  (NEPA)  and  NEPA's  instruction 
to  consider  a  wide  range  of  historic 
and  cultural  resources  that  are  within 
the  project  area  and  that  are 
important  to  the  Chippewa  Cree 

Tribe  and  the  other  Tribes  of  the 
northern  Plains  that  include  the 
project  area  as  part  of  their  ancestral 
lands. 

The  BLM  is  obligated  by  various 
laws  to  maintain  ,  inventory  and 
mangae  against  destruction  of 
cultural  resources.  These  laws 
include  but  are  not  limited  to 
NHPA,  NEPA,  AIRFA,  NAGPRA 
and  ARPA. 
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3. 

jonathan 

Windy  Boy 

Chippewa  Cree 
Tribe 

336 

3 

Cultural  and  Heritage 
Resources 

In  the  Cultural  and  Heritage 

Resources  section,  in  Chapter  3 
Affected  environment.  When  saying 
that  there  is  one  site  per  1 34  acres 
and  or  4.8  sites  per  square  mile  and 
all  the  other  acres  mentioned  about 
the  sites.  Will  they  be  protected  and 
what  will  it  take  to  keep  these  sacred 
cultural  sites  from  harms  way.  How 
many  cultural  sites  are  exaclty 
recorded  and  is  there  a  map  that 
shows  where  everything  is  located. 
Cultural  sites  are  important  to  all 
tribes,  will  these  alternatives  be  met 
when  something  does  happ+l200en 
such  as  thinning,  vegetation 
management,  and  or  erosion,  timber 
sales,  disturbance  to  the  ground 
activities.  Reading  every  thing  in  the 
draft,  1  notice  not  much  is  written 
about  cultural  and  HI98:H202.  If  you 
can  add  more  information  for  cultural 
resources  such  as  any  sites  that  will 
be  affected  in  the  future,  what  sites 
are  catalog  in  the  data  collection. 

New  areas  need  to  provide  a  visual 
while  accessing  the  report. 

Site  density  is  calculated  by 
information  provided  by  BLM  by 
the  Montana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office  .  As 
previously  stated  site  density  for 
the  LFO  is  1 0.8  sites  per  square 
mile,  this  is  reflected  by  available 
data  as  of  the  publication  of  the 
DRMP/EIS.  This  information 
does  not  indicate  that  the 
information  provided  is 
comprehensive  in  nature.  The 
planning  area  has  approximately 

1  1,830  documented  sites  and 

2,500  previous  Class  III 
Inventorires  (See  BLM  SMA). 
Cultural  Resource  data  is 
sensitive  in  nature  and  is 
therefore  not  identified  for 
specific  site  locations  in  public 
documents,  however  a  general 
map  would  be  available  for 
interested  Tribal  communities. 

The  BLM  is  obligated  by  various 
laws  to  maintain  ,  inventory  and 
manage  against  destruction  of 
cultural  resources 
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4. 

jonathan 

Windy  Boy 

Chippewa  Cree 
Tribe 

336 

4 

Cultural  and  Heritage 
Resources 

BLM  has  not  come  close  to 
compliance  with  Section  1  10  of  the 

NHP  A  which,  among  other 
instructions,  requires  BLM  to 
inventory  its  land  holdings  for  cultural 
resources  and  historic  properties. 

We  call  into  question  the  statement 
that  prehistoric  sites  at  one  site  per 

1  34  acres.  For  one,  BLM  has  not 
properly  engaged  the  Tribes  in  the 
surveys  and  asked  the  Tribes  for  data 
on  their  use  of  their  ancestral  lands 
now  owned  and  managed  by  BLM. 

Our  traditional  practitioners  and  our 
professional  archaeologists  are  aware 
of  many  more  sites  and  estimate  that 
the  site  density  is  much  higher. 

Section  1  10  inventory  has 
increased  dramatically  since 

2009  resulting  in  over  17,800 
acres  inventoried  within  the 
confines  of  the  planning  area  by 
BLM  since  that  time  (See  BLM 
SMA).  Site  density  is  calculated 
by  information  provided  by  BLM 
by  the  Montana  State  Historic 
Preservation  Office  .  As 
previously  stated  site  density  for 
the  LFO  is  1 0.8  sites  per  square 
mile,  this  is  reflected  by  available 
data  as  of  the  publication  of  the 
DRMP/EIS.  This  information 
does  not  indicate  that  the 
information  provided  is 
comprehensive  in  nature.  The 
planning  area  has  approximately 

1  1,830  documented  sites  and 

2,500  previous  Class  III 

Inventories  (See  BLM  SMA  ). 

BLM  welcomes  any  additional 
information  related  to  cultural 
resource  and/or  significant 

Tribal  locations. 
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5. 

jonathan 

Windy  Boy 

Chippewa  Cree 
Tribe 

336 

5 

Cultural  and  Heritage 
Resources 

Regarding  existing  and  future  Section 

1 06  and  Section  1  1 0  surveys  and 
inventories,  the  Tribe  notes  that  lack 
of  specific  instruction  to  continue 
these  surveys  and  to  require 
leaseholders  to  undertake  these 
surveys  as  a  condition  of  their 
leasehold.  In  particular,  the  vague 
words  "prioritize  NHP  A  Section  106 
compliance  inventory.  Completing 
Section  1  10  inventory  as  time  and 
funding  allow."  does  not  provide  the 
Tribe  with  any  confidence  that  it  will 
comply  with  NHPA  and  the  guidance 
of  both  the  National  Park  Service 
(NPS)  and  the  Advisory  Council  on 
Historic  Preservation  (ACHP)  to 
include  the  Tribes  in  survey  planning, 
identification,  and  evaluation.  Because 
this  RMP  is  directly  focused  on  our 
ancestral  lands,  lands  we  have  used 
for  thousands  of  years,  we  are 
concerned  that  BLM  will  not  be  a 
good  steward  and  trustee  of  our 
material  culture  and  that  BLM  will  not 
properly  instruct  any  current  and 
future  leaseholder  as  to  the  proper 
role  of  the  Tribes  in  the  Section  106 
and  1  1 0  process. 

The  BLM  is  obligated  by  various 
laws  to  maintain  ,  inventory  and 
manage  against  destruction  of 
cultural  resources.  These  laws 
include  but  are  not  limited  to 
NHPA,  NEPA,  AIRFA,  NAGPRA 
and  ARPA. 

6. 

jonathan 

Windy  Boy 

Chippewa  Cree 
Tribe 

336 

6 

Cultural  and  Heritage 
Resources 

The  Tribe  requests  that  BLM  provide 
it  with  a  copy  of  the  Visual  Resources 
Inventory  completed  in  2014  as  noted 
above.  We  can  assure  BLM  that  the 
identification  and  evaluation  of  visual 
resources,  from  a  Tribal  perspective 
and  Tribal  Traditional  Knowledge,  is 
not  complete.  As  with  the  proposals 
to  increase  new  and  extractive  uses 
on  our  ancestral  lands  and  the  lack  of 
clear  guidance  for  the  Section  106 
process,  we  are  equally  concerned 
that  our  traditional  landscapes  and 
resources  will  be  damaged  by  these 
new  uses. 

The  BLM  is  obligated  by  various 
laws  to  maintain  ,  inventory  and 
manage  against  destruction  of 
cultural  resources.  These  laws 
include  but  are  not  limited  to 
NHPA,  NEPA,  AIRFA,  NAGPRA 
and  ARPA. 
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1. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

20 

Cumulative  Impacts 

The  Draft  EIS  also  fails  to  adequately 
consider  the  cumulative  impacts  on 
lynx  due  to  trapping  or  from  use  of 
the  road  and  trail  networks  in  the 
Lewistown  Field  Office. 

Appendix  W  describes  analysis 
assumptions  and  cumulative 
effects.  A  Biological  Assessment 
will  be  prepared  for  Threatened 
and  Endangered  species  on  the 
proposed  action  for  consultation 
with  the  US  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 

2. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

23 

Cumulative  Impacts 

Bate  et  al.  (2007),  found  that  snag 
numbers  were  lower  adjacent  to 
roads  due  to  removal  for  safety 
considerations,  removal  as  firewood, 
and  other  management  activities. 

Other  literature  has  also  indicated 
the  potential  for  reduced  snag 
abundance  along  roads  (Wisdom  et 
al.  2000).  The  BLM  does  not  quantify 
the  cumulative  snag  loss  in  previously 
logged  areas  or  subject  to  other 
management-caused  snag  loss  such  as 
road  accessed  firewood  cutting. 

The  RMP/EIS  contains 
broadscale  actions  that  will 
guide  site-specific  vegetation 
treatments  and  travel 
management.  The  proposed  plan 
directs  BLM  to  manage  old 
forest  structure  in  a  sustainable 
manner.  (Note:  Old  forest 
structure  is  defined  by  the 
presence  of  the  following:  large, 
old  trees;  large  snags;  coarse 
woody  debris  on  the  forest 
floor;  multiple  canopy  layers 
with  a  developed,  patchy 
understory.).  Project  level 
analysis  and  BMPs  using  best 
available  science  /  information 
would  continue  to  be  used. 
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3. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

25 

Cumulative  Impacts 

-The  significant  negative  cumulative 
effect  of  all  motorized  closures  on  the 
youth,  disabled,  elderly,  and  veterans 
has  not  been  adequately  evaluated 
and  mitigated  in  this  proposal. 

In  the  RMP/EIS,  travel 
management  areas  (polygons) 
were  delineated  to  address  all 
resource  use  aspects  (such  as 
recreational,  traditional,  casual, 
agricultural,  commercial,  and 
educational)  and  accompanying 
modes  and  conditions  of  travel 
on  the  public  lands,  not  just 
motorized  or  off-highway  vehicle 
activities.  Individual  designations 
for  routes  will  be  addressed  in 
site-specific  travel  planning  using 
this  travel  management  area 
delineations.  Actions  to  close 
areas  to  motorized  travel  are 
discussed  in  the  Travel, 
Transportation  and  Access 
section  of  2.7.  No  additional 
areas  closed  to  motorized  uses 
are  being  proposed  beyond  the 
current  condition. 

4. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

26 

Cumulative  Impacts 

-The  cumulative  effect  of  this  decision 
combined  with  many  other  similar 
motorized  closure  decisions 
significantly  affects  our  pursuit  of 
happiness  and  the  quality  of  the 
human  environment.  -The  continual 
closure  of  motorized  access  and 
motorized  recreation  on  lands 
managed  by  the  Agency  demonstrates 
it  intent  to  eliminate  motorized 
access  and  motorized  recreation 
without  adequately  disclosing  their 
intent  and  the  cumulative  effect.  - 
Significant  cumulative  effects  have 
occurred  because  motorized 
recreationists  cannot  successfully 
change  or  challenge  the  agency's 
predisposition  to  motorized  closures. 
-The  cumulative  effect  of  motorized 
closures  has  severely  impacted  the 
quality  of  life  for  motorized 
recreationists. 

In  the  RMP/EIS,  travel 
management  areas  (polygons) 
were  delineated  to  address  all 
resource  use  aspects  (such  as 
recreational,  traditional,  casual, 
agricultural,  commercial,  and 
educational)  and  accompanying 
modes  and  conditions  of  travel 
on  the  public  lands,  not  just 
motorized  or  off-highway  vehicle 
activities.  Individual  designations 
for  routes  will  be  addressed  in 
site-specific  travel  planning  using 
this  travel  management  area 
delineations.  No  additional  areas 
closed  to  motorized  uses  are 
being  proposed  beyond  the 
current  condition. 
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1. 

Phil 

Strobel 

U.S.  EPA 
Region  8 

246 

2 

Direct/Indirect  Impacts 

Wetlands  are  discussed  in  the 

Analysis  of  Management  Situation 
(AMS  20 1 8).  This  document  provides 
the  existing  conditions  of  the  Planning 
Area  for  the  Draft  EIS.  It  discusses 
acreage  of  wetlands  on  BLM- 
administered  lands,  types  of  wetlands, 
and  the  number  of  wetlands  in  Proper 
Functioning  Condition  (PFC).  We 
recommend  that  maps  of  wetlands  be 
provided  in  the  Final  RMP  to  better 
visualize  aspects  of  the  project 
alternatives  relative  to  the  location  of 
wetlands.  This  visualization  will  be 
valuable  for  the  public  and  decision 
makers  to  evaluate  the  alternatives 
and  their  potential  effects  to 
wetlands.  For  example,  being  able  to 
compare  alternatives  based  on  fluid 
minerals  extraction,  timber  harvest  or 
grazing  in  the  vicinity  of  wetland 
resources  will  be  useful  not  only  for 
the  public  and  decision  maker  during 
this  EIS  process  but  will  continue  to 
be  an  asset  for  site-specific  projects  in 
the  future. 

Wetland  data  from  Montana 
Natural  Heritage  Program  was 
used  in  the  development  of  this 
RMP/EIS.  Wetland  maps  were 
not  included  because  they  were 
determined  to  not  be  meaningful 
at  this  scale. 
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2. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

29 

Direct/Indirect  Impacts 

Also,  many  direct  and  indirect  effects 
of  fire  suppression  are  also  ignored. 

For  example,  Ingalsbee,  2004 
describes  the  direct,  indirect,  and 
cumulative  environmental  impacts  of 
firefighting:  Constructing  firelines  by 
handcrews  or  heavy  equipment 
results  in  a  number  of  direct 
environmental  impacts:  it  kills  and 
removes  vegetation;  displaces, 
compacts,  and  erodes  soil;  and 
degrades  water  quality.  When 
dozerlines  are  cut  into  roadless  areas 
they  also  create  long-term  visual  scars 
that  can  ruin  the  wilderness 
experience  of  roadless  area 
recreationists.  Site-specific  impacts  of 
firelines  may  be  highly  significant, 
especially  for  interior-dwelling  wildlife 
species  sensitive  to  fragmentation  and 
edge  effects. 

The  RMP/EIS  includes  actions  to 
plan  and  prioritize  vegetation 
and  fuels  treatments  on  BLM- 
administered  lands  based  on 
values  at  risk  and  land  health 
assessments,  including  VCC 
assessments.  Impacts  resulting 
from  vegetation  treatments  and 
responses  to  wildfire  are 
discussed  in  Chapter  4.  Further 
descriptions  of  analysis 
assumptions  and  nature  and  type 
of  effects  is  described  in 

Appendix  W.  Also  addressed  in 
Appendix  1  -  Emergency 
Stabilization  and  Rehabilitation 
which  follows  guidance  from  H- 
1742-1 

3. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

33 

Direct/Indirect  Impacts 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  do  not  consider 
the  fact  that  roads  increase  the 
efficiency  of  water  transport  during 
storm  or  snowmelt  events,  elevating 
water  yields  well  above  natural,  with 
damaging  effects.  Forest  Service 
hydrologist  Johnson  1995  discusses 
many  forms  of  road-related  and  other 
cumulative  impacts. 

The  RMP/EIS  does  analyze  and 
consider  the  effects  of  habitat 
alteration  on  water  resources 
and  aquatic  communities  in 
Appendix  W,  Analysis 

Assumptions  and  Cumulative 
Effects  Scenario.  Road  impacts 
vary  significantly  depending  on  a 
variety  of  factors  which  cannot 
be  quantified  without  site 
specific  information.  Specific 
road  treatments  and  their 
impacts  to  water  quality  will  be 
analyzed  in  the  travel 
management  process. 
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4. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

33 

Direct/Indirect  Impacts 

in  the  Effects  Common  to  All 
Alternatives,  not  including  an  analysis 
of  oil  shale  and  coal  development 
because  those  resources  have  shown 
limited  interest  in  the  past  is  not 
adequate  justification  for  their 
exclusion  in  this  RMP.  These  activities 
would  have  substantial  impacts  on 
water  resources  and  would 
contribute  to  cumulative  effects;  thus, 
their  evaluation  should  be  included. 

There  is  no  known  coal 
development  potential  within 
the  planning  area.  Under  the 
first  regulatory  screening 
procedure  at  43  CFR  3420. 1  - 
4(e),  only  the  areas  that  have 
development  potential  may  be 
identified  as  acceptable  for 
further  consideration  for  leasing. 

A  coal  lease  application  could 
still  be  submitted  to  the  BLM, 
but  the  applicant  must  be  able  to 
adequately  demonstrate 
development  potential  and  the 
merit  of  their  data.  If  the 
application  is  determined  to  be 
adequate  and  passes  the 
remaining  screening  and 
unsuitability  assessment 
procedures  required  by 
regulation,  a  plan  amendment 
would  be  required  before  issuing 
a  coal  lease.  Development  of  oil 
shale  has  never  been  proposed 
or  permitted  in  the  planning 
area.  Because  the  development 
potential  for  these  resources  is 
minimal  to  nonexistent,  these 
actions  were  considered  but  not 
analyzed  in  detail  in  the  RMP/EIS. 

If  an  application  to  develop  oil 
shale  resources  was  received, 
additional  analysis  would  be 
required  before  permitting  that 
activity. 
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5. 

Summer 

Nelson 

Sierra  Club 

351 

1 

Direct/Indirect  Impacts 

The  document's  recommended 
alternative  is  focused  heavily  towards 
maximum  resource  use,  with  lands 
and  wildlife  protections  almost 
completely  ignored.  This  result  is 
clearly  not  a  good-faith 
implementation  of  either  the  letter  or 
the  spirit  of  the  federal  planning 
process.  We  are  concerned  with  both 
the  legitimacy  of  the  document's 
conclusions,  and  the  apparent  change 
in  methodology  which  led  to  them. 

As  submitted,  none  of  the  alternatives 
presented  in  the  RMP  even  slightly 
reflect  an  effort  to  balance  the  needs 
of  the  land's  and  waters'  many  user 
groups,  or  properly  consider  the 
preservation  and  care  needs  of  the 
land  and  water  itself.  The  document 
needs  to  be  substantially  revised 
before  adoption,  to  reflect  this 
diversity  of  interests,  needs,  and 
concerns. 

FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 
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6. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

40 

Direct/Indirect  Impacts 

The  DEIS  fails  in  many  cases  to 
provide  a  thorough  analysis  of  the 
planning  area  and  fails  to  fully  analyze 
the  consequences  of  the  actions 
discussed  in  the  alternatives.  There  is 
a  clear  lack  of  baseline  data  necessary 
for  the  public  to  assess  the  impact  of 
actions  as  highlighted  throughout  the 
AMS  the  DEIS  and  Appendix  W 
where  many  of  the  assumptions  start 
with  the  qualifier  that  data  has  not 
been  collected  on  significant 
resources.  Furthermore,  the  DEIS 
organization  makes  it  extremely 
difficult  for  the  public  to  understand 
what  the  actual  management  plan 
would  be  under  each  action 
alternative.  There  is  not  an  actual  plan 
to  evaluate  that  includes  an 
explanation  of  how  and  when  actions 
would  be  implemented  to  achieve 
objectives.  The  effects  analysis  is  not 
organized  in  a  way  that  the  public  can 
clearly  see  each  goal,  objective,  and 
associated  actions  in  a  systematic 
way.  If  the  analysis  were  organized  in 
a  manner  that  follows  the 
organization  of  the  comparison  of 
alternatives  chart,  it  would  be  much 
easier  to  evaluate  the  differences 
between  alternatives  in  terms  of 
effects.  All  of  these  are  clear 
violations  of  NEPA  and  should  be 
remedied  before  a  final  EIS  and  RMP 
are  published. 

Goals,  objectives,  actions  and 
allowable  use  for  each 
alternative  represents  a 
potential  RMP  decision.  Impacts 
analysis  is  based  on  a  disclosure 
of  Analysis  Assumptions  and 
Nature  and  Type  of  Effects  in 
Appendix  W.  Chapter  4 
contains  the  analysis  of  impacts 
for  each  resource  and  resource 
use  by  alternative. 
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7. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

49 

Direct/Indirect  Impacts 

The  DEIS  should  have  included  an 
independent  section  on  invasive 
species.  Unfortunately,  even  though 
this  issue  presents  one  of  the  most 
challenging  problems  facing  the  BLM 
in  the  foreseeable  future,  the  analysis 
is  disjointed  and  segmented.  In  terms 
of  livestock  and  wildfire,  the  analysis 
is  particularly  sparse  and  often 
ignores  the  root  causes  of  increased 
fire  severity,  ie.,  more  flammable 
invasive  plants  that  are  a  result  of 
livestock  grazing  impacts  on  native 
vegetation  and  soils.  Combined  with 
climate  impacts  as  discussed  above, 
the  failure  of  the  BLM  to  adequately 
address  this  issue  a  major 
shortcoming  and  a  violation  of  NEPA 
and  FLPMA.  In  the  few  instances 
where  the  DEIS  does  discuss  invasive 
plants,  the  analysis  is  short  and 
disconnected  from  potential  actions 
to  address  the  problem. 

Invasive  species  are  covered 
under  lines  95,  96,  97,  98,  and 

99  in  the  alternatives  matrix 
found  in  Section  2.7. 

8. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

56 

Direct/Indirect  Impacts 

Furthermore,  the  DEIS  should  analyze 
the  effectiveness  or  ineffectiveness  of 
the  existing  standards  and  guidelines 
to  improve  conditions,  adapt  to 
changing  climactic  conditions,  and  to 
address  the  persistence  and  spread  of 
invasive  species. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

9. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

24 

Direct/Indirect  Impacts 

-The  significant  negative  cumulative 
effect  of  all  motorized  closures  on  the 
public  have  not  been  adequately 
evaluated  and  mitigated  in  this 
proposal. 

Future  travel  management 
planning  will  further  analyze  the 
cumulative  effect  of  motorized 
closures  on  the  site-specific 
level. 
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10. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

33 

Direct/Indirect  Impacts 

-The  road  density  impact  criteria 
being  used  is  not  site  specific.  -The 
road  density  impact  criteria  being 
used  grossly  over-estimates  the 
impact  on  wildlife.  -The  road  density 
impact  criteria  being  used  is  not  a 
reasonable  measure  of  motorized 
impact  on  wildlife  habitat. 

Future  travel  management 
planning  will  further  analyze 
route  density  for  each  Travel 
Management  Area  (TMA). 

1  1. 

Margaret 

MacDonald 

Montana  State 
Senator 

446 

1 

Direct/Indirect  Impacts 

The  draft  that  is  available  for  public 
comment  this  summer  reflects 
substantial  and  significant  changes 
from  that  20 1 6  draft,  to  the  point 
that  meaningful  conservation  and 
protection  of  our  natural  resources 
like  wild  places,  wildlife  habitat,  clean 
water,  and  opportunities  for  quiet 
human-powered  recreation  are  no 
longer  present. 

The  20 1 6  draft  RMP/EIS  was  an 
internal  administrative  draft  that 
was  prepared  for  review  by  BLM 
and  cooperating  agencies  only. 

This  version  was  just  one  of 
several  internal  administrative 
drafts  that  were  developed  prior 
to  the  release  of  the  Draft 

RMP/EIS  in  May  2019.  FLPMA’s 
multiple  use  mandate  does  not 
require  that  all  uses  be  allowed 
on  all  areas  of  the  public  lands. 
Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 
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1. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

3 

Editorial  (grammar  and 
format) 

in  the  Glossary  "Objective"  is  defined 
in  terms  of  "desired  outcome." 
However,  the  draft  RMP  defines 
"Desired  outcomes.  A  type  of  land 
use  plan  decision  expressed  as  a  goal 
or  objective"  (emphasis  added.) 

When  two  terms  are  defined  in  each 
other's  terms,  this  is  known  as  a 
circular  definition-one  using  the 
term(s)  being  defined  as  a  part  of  the 
definition  or  assumes  a  prior 
understanding  of  the  term  being 
defined.  In  other  words,  these  two 
definitions  don't  inform,  and  create 
confusion. 

The  term  "Objective"  is  fully 
defined  in  the  glossary  as  "A 
description  of  a  desired 
outcome  for  a  resource. 
Objectives  can  be  quantified  and 
measured  and,  where  possible, 
have  established  time  frames  for 
achievement."  The  context 
within  which  these  terms  are 
utilized  in  the  RMP/EIS  is 
sufficient  to  provide  further 
explanation  and  understanding 
of  the  terms  to  the  typical 
reader. 

2. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

10 

Editorial  (grammar  and 
format) 

Table  ES-I  (page  E-l):  add  acres 
available  for  timber  management. 

See  Section  3.8  (Forest, 

Woodland,  and  Special  Products 
Section),  of  the  revised  AMS, 
available  on  ePIanning  for  details 
on  current  conditions  of 
woodland  and  forest  plant 
communities  and  trends  for  local 
demand  for  woodland  and  local 
forest  products.  Further 
information  on  areas  suitable  for 
timber  management  and 
vegetation  treatments  can  be 
found  in  the  Vegetation 
Communities  section  of  Chapter 

2. 

X.3.14  Fish  and  Wildlife 
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1. 

Jack 

Ballard 

62 

1 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

There  are  both  environmental  and 
economic  consequences  for  degrading 
wildlife  habitat.  This  plan  fails  to 
safeguard  unspoiled  wildlife  habitat.  A 
much  better  approach  would  be  to 
protect  those  areas  that  have  already 
been  identified  as  valuable  areas  for 
their  wilderness  characteristics  and 
wildlife  habitat. 

See  row  109  in  Section  2.7 
Alternatives  Comparison,  this 
management  action  compares 
the  maintenance  and 
enhancement  of  wildlife  habitat 
objective  among  the  range  of 
alternatives.  Site-specific  issues 
will  be  addressed  during 
implementation-level  planning. 
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2. 

Randall 

Knowles 

68 

8 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Preferred  Alternative  C  would 
remove  the  necessary  land-use 
constraints  that  are  in  place  to  assure 
sage  grouse  are  not  listed  as 
Threatened.  Such  listing  would 
negatively  affect  current  and  future 
land  uses. 

Conservation  management 
objectives  outlined  in  the  20 1 5 
Record  of  Decision  and 
approved  resource  management 
plan  amendments  for  the  Rocky 
Mountain  region  are 
incorporated  into  the  RMP/EIS. 
Additional  stipulations  for  fluid 
mineral  leasing  in  PHMA  and 
GHMA  are  contained  in 

Appendix  L  and  are  consistent 
with  2015  Sage  Grouse 
management  adopted  across 
Montana  /  Dakotas  BLM. 

3. 

Randall 

Knowles 

68 

10 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Enhancing  wildlife  and  assuring  long¬ 
term  recreation,  including  hunting,  to 
continue  as  described  in  Alternative  B 
is  both  culturally  and  economically 
important  to  Montana. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

4. 

Roger 

Furlong 

98 

3 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Preferred  Alternative  C  would 
remove  the  necessary  land-use 
constraints  that  are  in  place  to  assure 
sage  grouse  are  not  listed  as 
Threatened.  Such  listing  would 
negatively  affect  current  and  future 
land  uses. 

Conservation  management 
objectives  outlined  in  the  20 1 5 
Record  of  Decision  and 
approved  resource  management 
plan  amendments  for  the  Rocky 
Mountain  region  are 
incorporated  into  the  RMP/EIS. 
Additional  stipulations  for  fluid 
mineral  leasing  in  PFHMA  and 
GHMA  are  contained  in 

Appendix  L  and  are  consistent 
with  2015  Sage  Grouse 
management  adopted  across 
Montana  /  Dakotas  BLM. 
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5. 

Michael 

Stock 

131 

1 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Protect  the  wild,  unbroken  character 
of  places  such  as  Chain  Buttes,  Horse 
Camp  Trail,  and  Dovetail  Creek, 
which  make  for  some  of  the  most 
productive  big  game  habitat  in  North 
America.  Those  robust  big  game 
populations  support  a  thriving 
outdoor  recreation  economy. 

Hunting  accounts  for  nearly  $4 
million  in  Fergus  and  Petroleum 
Counties,  and  that's  just  for  big  game. 
Failing  to  protect  these  areas  will 
have  negative  effects  on  wildlife 
populations  and  the  outdoor 
recreation  economy. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

6. 

Brian 

Davison 

139 

1 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

If  the  BLM  goes  forward  with  their 
current  preferred  plan  in  the 

Lewistown  area,  over  200,000  acres 
of  land  with  wilderness  characteristics 
will  be  opened  to  unnecessary 
development.  Habitat  for  big  game 
and  other  wildlife,  which  support 
world-class  hunting  and  are  the 
backbone  of  the  economy  for  many 
towns  in  central  Montana,  will  be 
altered  forever. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

7. 

Kathleen 

Hadley 

142 

3 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Delete  areas  proposed  to  be  opened 
for  oil  and  gas  development  within 
core  habitat  areas  for  the  Sage 

Grouse.  These  areas  must  be 
protected  for  Sage  Grouse. 

Conservation  management 
objectives  outlined  in  the  20 1 5 
Record  of  Decision  and 
approved  resource  management 
plan  amendments  for  the  Rocky 
Mountain  region  are 
incorporated  into  the  RMP/EIS. 
Additional  stipulations  for  fluid 
mineral  leasing  in  PHMA  and 
GHMA  are  contained  in 

Appendix  L  and  are  consistent 
with  2015  Sage  Grouse 
management  adopted  across 
Montana  /  Dakotas  BLM. 
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8. 

jay 

Hanley 

161 

1 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  attached  map  image  shows  the 

U.S.  Historic  Range  of  the  Westslope 
Cutthroat  trout,  Oncorhynchus  clarki 
lewisi.  This  map  image  has  been 
extracted  from  the  STATUS  REVIEW 
for  WESTSLOPE  CUTTHROAT 
TROUT  in  the  UNITED  STATES,  US 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  September 

1 999.  Map:  The  historic  distribution 
of  westslope  cutthroat  trout  in  the 
United  States  (modified  from  Behnke 

1 992)  The  large  region  consists 
primarily  of  the  upper  Columbia  River 
and  upper  Missouri  River  basins; 
some  waters  in  the  eastern  part  of 
this  region  may  not  have  been 
occupied  historically  (MTFWP,  in  litt. 

1 998)  Also  shown  are  Lake  Chelan 
and  Methow  River  drainages  in 
Washington  and  the  John  Day  River 
drainage  in  Oregon.  Map  provided  by 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  extracted 
from  the  following  document: 
http://fwp.mt.gov/fwpDoc.html  ?id=  1 8 
717  How  can  the  BLM  justify 
spending  $500,  let  alone  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  dollars.. .or  perhaps 
millions.. .to  stock  a  non-native  fish 
into  a  new  creek  under  the  guise  that 
the  fish  is  a  "species  of  concern"  and 
somehow  Endangered.  "Species  of 
concern"  is  a  non-governmental,  non- 
regulatory  term  invented  for 
marketing  purposes  by  a  small  group 
of  people. 

To  comply  with  conservation 
agreements,  strategies  and 
recovery  plans,  the  BLM  agrees 
to  consider  species 
introductions,  re-introductions 
and  augmentations.  These 
actions  may  be  considered  on  a 
site  specific  basis  field  office 
wide  to  help  meet  conservation 
objectives  for  special  status 
species. 

9. 

Derrick 

Strieker 

225 

1 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  fish  have  been  inbreeding  ever 
since  they  were  initially  planted  in  the 
small  isolated  stretch  of  Collar  Creek 
in  1 940  and  have  been  trapped  there 
ever  since.  Inbreeding  leads  to 
negative  heredity  issues  with  any 
species.  Has  the  BLM  addressed  this 
potential  demise  of  the  small 
population 

The  BLM  works  cooperatively 
with  MT  FWP  regarding  fish  and 
wildlife  population  monitoring 
(including  genetic 
analysis/survey/monitoring).  BLM 
may  contribute  to  the  effort,  but 
relies  on  FWP  data  and 
determinations  regarding  genetic 
viability  and  resulting 
management  recommendations 
for  fish  populations  in  the  field 
office. 
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10. 

Sarah 

Bates 

National 

Wildlife 

Federation 

241 

1 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  draft  RMP  lists  several  issues  that 
prompted  the  need  for  the  revisions 
under  section  1 .2  Purpose  and  Need 
for  the  Plan.  The  first  issue  is  framed 
as  the  question  "how  can  the  BLM 
manage  public  land  uses,  while 
maintaining  and  improving  terrestrial 
and  aquatic  habitats?"  The  extensive, 
positive  ecological  impacts  of  beavers, 
supported  by  a  growing  body  of  peer- 
reviewed  literature,  create  complex 
and  diverse  environments  that  are 
more  resilient  to  disturbance  and 
better  able  to  adapt  to  impacts  of 
climate  change.  Emphasizing  beavers 
and  beaver  habitat  in  the  Lewistown 
RMP  serves  to  help  the  BLM  meet  its 
purpose  and  needs  established  in  the 
executive  summary  and  Chapter  1  by 
promoting  and  enhancing  ecological 
integrity  and  increasing  the  climate 
resiliency  of  habitats. NWF 
recommends  adding  language  to  the 
RMP  that  reflect  beavers'  numerous 
benefits  and  to  feature  beaver 
restoration  in  the  preferred 
alternative  for  maintaining  and 
restoring  ecological  sustainability. 

A  new  management  action  has 
been  added  to  the  Water 
Resources  Section  in  Chapter  2 
that  lists  beaver.  Management 
for  the  Riparian/Wetland 
priority  vegetation  type  will 
meet  needs  for  beaver,  which  is 
why  they  were  not  identified  for 
special  management  similar  to 
prairie  dogs,  bighorn  sheep  or 
grizzly  bears. 
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1  1. 

Sarah 

Bates 

National 

Wildlife 

Federation 

241 

5 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Based  on  the  best  available  science, 
management  actions  that  support 
beaver  restoration  will  help  the  BLM 
achieve  the  Line  1  1  1  Goal:  "provide 
for  aquatic,  riparian,  and  wetland 
habitats  for  abundance  and  diversity 
of  fish  and  aquatic  wildlife  with  self- 
sustaining  populations."  Beaver 
restoration  would  also  contribute  to 
the  Line  1  12  Objectives  for 

Alternative  B,  C,  and  D.  We 
recommend  that  management  actions 
supporting  beaver  restoration  be 
included  to  help  maintain  and 
improve  aquatic,  riparian,  and  wetland 
habitats.  The  recently  released  draft 
Missoula  RMP  included  beaver 
reintroduction  as  part  of  Management 
Action  1  of  Alternative  C  under  Soil, 
Water,  and  Riparian  Resources: 
Through  assessment  of  PFC,  identify 
those  elements  that  are  limiting  PFC 
attainment  and  develop  actions  that 
move  toward  PFC.  These  actions 
could  be  restoration  (planting, 
revegetation,  invasive  species 
removal,  streambank  stabilization, 
beaver  reintroduction,  structures) 
and/or  changes  in  use  (protective 
fencing,  reduction  in  numbers  or 
utilization).  A  similar  action  could 
greatly  benefit  the  Lewistown  RMP 
and  contribute  to  meeting  the  goals 
of  Fish  and  Aquatic  Communities 
under  Fish  and  Wildlife. 

A  new  management  action  has 
been  added  to  the  Water 
Resources  Section  in  Chapter  2 
that  lists  beaver.  Management 
for  the  Riparian/Wetland 
priority  vegetation  type  will 
meet  needs  for  beaver,  which  is 
why  they  were  not  identified  for 
special  management  similar  to 
prairie  dogs,  bighorn  sheep  or 
grizzly  bears. 
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12. 

Sarah 

Bates 

National 

Wildlife 

Federation 

241 

6 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Based  on  the  best  available  science  on 
the  positive  impacts  beavers  can  have 
on  three  salmonids  listed  as  special 
status  species  in  the  Lewistown  RMP, 
the  Lewistown  Field  Office  must 
consider  beaver  restoration  as  a  valid 
method  for  protecting,  enhancing,  and 
increasing  stream  habitats.  Under  the 
Special  Status  Species  resource, 
beaver  restoration  would  contribute 
to  the  Line  127  Goal  for  all 
alternatives:  Manage  for  the  biological 
integrity  and  habitat  function  to 
facilitate  the  conservation,  recovery, 
and  maintenance  of  populations  of 
fish,  wildlife,  and  plant  special  status 
species.  In  addition,  beaver 
restoration  would  help  in  achieving 
the  Line  1 28  and  Line  1 34  Objective 
for  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D.  Finally, 
the  last  Action  (Line  1 35)  states: 
Whenever  possible,  design 
management  activities  in  habitat  for 
threatened  and  endangered  species  to 
benefit  those  species  through  habitat 
improvement.  NWF  highly 
recommends  that  beaver  restoration 
is  used  as  a  "management  activity"  to 
improve  habitat  for  special  status 
species. 

A  new  management  action  has 
been  added  to  the  Water 
Resources  Section  in  Chapter  2 
that  lists  beaver.  Management 
for  the  Riparian/Wetland 
priority  vegetation  type  will 
meet  needs  for  beaver,  which  is 
why  they  were  not  identified  for 
special  management  similar  to 
prairie  dogs,  bighorn  sheep  or 
grizzly  bears. 

13. 

Colin 

Cooney 

Trout 

Unlimited 

244 

3 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  preferred  alternative  does  not 
support  reintroduction  and 
restoration  of  native  fish.  Alternative 

B  and  D  have  an  objective  to  "ensure 
healthy  aquatic  and  riparian  habitats 
are  maintained  in  and  along  streams 
with  the  potential  for  native  fish 
reintroductions  and  restoration." 
However,  the  draft  RMP  felt  the 
preferred  alternative  would  be  to  not 
include  that  objective.  TU  urges  the 

BLM  to  include  this  objective  in  the 
final  RMP  and  include  the  issue  of  low 
numbers  of  WCT  in  some  of  their 
historic  ranges,  along  with  the 
possibility  of  transplanting  genetically 
pure  WCT  back  into  those  historic 
ranges. 

To  minimize  extra  words  and 
streamline  the  document, 
redundant  language  has  been 
eliminated.  Under  "Fish  and 
Wildlife"  lines  106  and  108  state 
the  objectives  regarding 
potential  transplants  while  lines 

1 07  and  1  1 2  and  1  1 3  with  the 
addition  of  line  128,  stipulate 
provisions  to  ensure  habitats  are 
conserved  or  enhanced  to 
support  fish  populations, 
particularly  SSS  populations. 
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14. 

Colin 

Cooney 

Trout 

Unlimited 

244 

4 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  final  RMP  should  recognize  No 
Surface  Occupancy  (NSO)  as  a 
stipulation  to  protect  fisheries, 
aquatic  species,  perennial  streams, 
lakes,  wetlands,  riparian  areas  or 
floodplains.  The  draft  RMP  preferred 
alternative  states  "Surface  occupancy 
and  use  is  prohibited  within  500  feet 
of  designated  reservoirs  with 
fisheries."  TU  urges  the  BLM  to 
reconsider  this  preferred  alternative 
and  instead  use  Alt  B  or  D  which  uses 
NSO  of  .25-.5  of  a  mile  stream  buffer 
stipulation.  Especially  from  streams 
that  are  identified  by  the  BLM  as 
having  high  restoration  potential  for 
westslope  cutthroat  trout, 
yellowstone  cutthroat  trout,  arctic 
grayling,  and/or  bull  trout.  In  order  to 
protect  water  quality  and  the  quality 
of  experience  that  these  streams 
provide,  we  request  that  the 

Lewistown  Field  Office  adopt  these 
boundaries  to  protect  fisheries, 
aquatic  species,  perennial  streams, 
lakes,  wetlands,  riparian  areas  and 
floodplains  from  oil  and  gas 
development. 

The  following  RDFs  and 
stipulations  have  been  added: 

NSO  1  1-18  WESTSLOPE 
CUTTHROAT  TROUT  No 
surface  occupancy  or  use  is 
allowed  within  one-half  mile 
from  centerline  of  stream 
containing  known 
populations  of  99  -  1 00% 
genetically  pure  Westslope 
Cutthroat  trout. 

NSO  11-51  WESTSLOPE 
CUTTHROAT  TROUT 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is 
allowed  within  one-half  mile 
from  centerline  of  stream 
containing  known  populations  of 
90-99%  genetically  pure 

Westslope  Cutthroat  Trout. 

NSO  1  1-20  BLUE  RIBBON 
TROUT  STREAM 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is 
allowed  within  one-half  mile 
from  the  centerline  of  Class  1 
fishery  streams  (Blue  Ribbon 
trout  streams). 

NSO  1  1-47  BULLTROUT 
(Butte  FO  Portion) 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is 
allowed  within  one-half  mile 
from  centerline  of  streams 
containing  known  populations  of 
Bull  Trout. 
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15. 

Colin 

Cooney 

Trout 

Unlimited 

244 

5 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  draft  RMP  does  not  identify  the 
potential  impacts  oil  and  gas 
development  will  have  on  fisheries, 
including  conservation  populations  of 
Westslope  cutthroat  trout,  impacts 
to  streams  with  potential  for  the 
restoration  and  reintroduction  of 
Westslope  cutthroat  trout,  and 
impacts  to  Class  1  and  II  streams.  The 
draft  RMP  proposes  to  open  9 1  %  of 
the  Lewiston  BLM  land  to  oil  and  gas 
development.  It  is  irresponsible  for 
the  BLM  to  allow  for  this  kind  of 
development  and  not  have  in-depth 
analysis  of  these  impacts,  along  with 
detailed  mitigation  plans.  The  final 

RMP  needs  to  consider  that  there  are 
two  potential  sources  of  impacts 
from  oil  and  gas  development:  1) 
surface  disturbances  and  associated 
erosion  and  sedimentation,  and  2) 
contamination  from  spills  and  other 
accidental  releases  of  chemicals  and 
wastes  associated  with  drilling  and 
production  and  activities.  Any 
development  within  a  watershed 
introduces  the  risk  of  a  spill  and  the 
resultant  impacts  to  aquatic  habitat 
and  fisheries.  These  impacts  can  range 
from  minimal  to  catastrophic 
depending  on  the  severity  of  a  given 
spill.  The  dual  nature  of  oil  and  gas 
impacts  (sediment  and  spills) 
emphasizes  the  need  for  1/2  mile 

NSO  stream  buffers  -  the  greater  the 
spatial  separation  between  oil  and  gas 
development  and  surface  waters,  the 
less  chance  that  a  spill  will  reach  and 
impact  a  given  water  body. 

This  RMP/EIS  does  not  analyze 
unpredictable  events,  such  as 
spills.  The  risk  associated  with 
surface  disturbance  is  minimized 
by  stipulations,  design  features 
and  conditions  of  approval, 
include  1/2  mile  stipulations  on 
valuable  fisheries.  Other 
stipulations  to  protect  water 
bodies  and  riparian  areas  are  in 
place. 

New  stipulations  added  include: 

NSO  1  1-18  WESTSLOPE 
CUTTHROAT  TROUT  No 
surface  occupancy  or  use  is 
allowed  within  one-half  mile 
from  centerline  of  stream 
containing  known 
populations  of  99  -  1 00% 
genetically  pure  Westslope 
Cutthroat  trout. 

NSO  11-51  WESTSLOPE 
CUTTHROAT  TROUT 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is 
allowed  within  one-half  mile 
from  centerline  of  stream 
containing  known  populations  of 
90-99%  genetically  pure 

Westslope  Cutthroat  Trout. 

NSO  1  1-20  BLUE  RIBBON 
TROUT  STREAM 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is 
allowed  within  one-half  mile 
from  the  centerline  of  Class  1 
fishery  streams  (Blue  Ribbon 
trout  streams). 

NSO  1  1-47  BULLTROUT 
(Butte  FO  Portion) 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is 
allowed  within  one-half  mile 
from  centerline  of  streams 
containing  known  populations  of 
Bull  Trout. 
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16. 

Carla 

Hankins 

300 

4 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

4-54)  The  risk  of  death  due  to  vehicle 
collisions  is  not  a  threat  to  wildlife 
resources  in  the  Square  Butte  WSA 
as  access  is  extremely  limited  and 
infrequent. 

BLM  agrees.  Text  will  be 
changed  accordingly. 

17. 

Brian 

Ohs 

Montana 

Stockgrowers 

Associtation 

306 

1 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

We  have  concerns  with  line  item  1 06 
in  Chapter  2.7,  regarding  Fish  and 
Wildlife.  Species  introductions  or 
reestablishment  is  an  issue  or 
organizations  have  adopted  policy  to 
oppose,  in  particular  when  referring 
to  wolves  and  grizzly  bears.  Our 
suggestion  is  to  adopt  Alternative  A 
or  strike  line  item  106  from  the  RMP. 

Action  is  not  intended  for  a 
specific  species  and  accompanies 
the  Goal  listed  in  line  104  and 
objective  in  line  1 05.  Project 
specific  analysis  (NEPA)  would 
occur  as  part  of  the 
consideration. 

18. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

1 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Healthy,  free-roaming  elk  herds 
contribute  to  and  are  intermingled 
with  the  social  well-being,  ecological 
integrity,  cultural  objectives,  and 
economic  goals  of  the  BLM.  Because 
of  this,  we  suggest  that  elk  and  elk 
habitat  be  considered  a  focus  for 
management  planning  efforts.  Where 
appropriate,  BLM  Resource 
Management  Plans  and  other  planning 
documents  should  provide  specific 
direction  for  managing  priority  elk 
habitat  and  supporting  priority  elk 
populations.  Management  direction 
should  be  quantified  so  its 
effectiveness  can  be  clearly 
demonstrated  and  monitored. 

Appendix  F  lists  design  features 
for  elk.  Guidance  for  SO  3362  is 
in  Chapters  1  and  2. 
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19. 


Blake 


Henning 


Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 


309 


Fish  and  Wildlife 


Comment  Text 


Response 


RMEF  recognizes  that  identification 
and  management  of  wilderness 
resources  is  an  important  function 
under  BLM's  multiple-use  mandate. 
However,  unlike  Congressionally- 
designated  Wilderness  Areas,  the 
BLM  retains  flexibility  and  broad 
discretion  in  how  it  manages 
wilderness  resources  outside 
designated  Wilderness  Areas.  As 
such,  RMEF  encourages  the  BLM  to 
consider  the  historic,  current,  and 
future  needs  of  wildlife  and  hunters  in 
areas  determined  to  be  eligible  for 
special  management  protections,  such 
as  Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics,  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern,  Special 
Recreation  Management  Areas, 
National  Monuments,  etc. 


Wildlife,  including  elk,  were 
considered  for  LWC,  ACEC  and 
SRMA  designation.  A  range  of 
management  alternatives  is 
considered  for  the  RMP. 
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20. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

9 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Elk  and  many  other  wildlife  species 
are  sensitive  to  human  travel 
patterns,  especially  motorized  use. 
Research  from  the  Starkey  Project 
has  done  much  to  quantify  effects  of 
roads,  trails,  and  associated 
motorized  (Wisdom  et  al.  2005)  and 
non-motorized  traffic  on  elk 
(Wisdom  et  al.  2018).  Motorized 
access  in  areas  with  high  open  road 
densities  or  substantial  non- 
motorized  disturbance  can  displace 
elk  and  other  species  to  adjacent 
private  land  for  part  or  most  of  the 
year,  resulting  in  several  negative 
impacts.  RMEF  supports  a  balanced 
approach  across  multiple  public  land 
uses.  Recreational  activities  occur 
year-round  on  BLM  land,  and  RMEF 
recommends  that  BLM  provide  access 
for  those  seeking  varied  experiences 
(primitive  and  roaded).  However, 

RMEF  also  recommends  inclusion  of 
Goals,  Objectives,  and/or  Actions 
that  provide  seasonal  protection 
(during  critical  times)  for  elk  and 
other  wildlife  from  impacts  of 
recreation  (via  roads,  trails,  and 
associated  motorized  and  non- 
motorized  traffic).  In  addition,  RMEF 
suggests  close  coordination  in  the 
development  of  Resource 

Management,  T ravel  Management,  and 
other  relevant  plans. 

Information  is  considered  as 
part  of  travel  management 
planning,  which  is  occurring 
outside  the  RMP  process. 
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21. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

14 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

RMEF  suggests  an  expanded  Fish  and 
Wildlife  section  to  recognize  hunting, 
fishing,  trapping,  and  other  wildlife- 
related  recreation  as  socially  and 
economically  important.  RMEF 
recommends  an  emphasis  on 
maintaining  and  enhancing  habitat 
connectivity  and  wildlife  movements 
at  a  local  and  landscape-scale  (as 
identified  in  alternatives  B  and  D). 

RMEF  requests  clarification  for 
naturalized  and  exotic  species 
definitions  in  Objectives  and  Actions 
related  to  transplants  and 
augmentations.  RMEF  recommends 
adding  that  such  activity  is  in  close 
coordination  with  FWP  and  other 
relevant  agencies  to  ensure  ecological 
integrity  is  not  lost  through  those 
activities.  RMEF  recommends 
coordination  with  FWP  and  addition 
of  the  FWP  management  plan(s)  for 
consultation  when  managing  habitat 
and  potential  hunting  opportunities 
for  grizzly  bears  (line  137).  RMEF 
appreciates  the  stipulations  and 
restrictions  for  biological  resources 
with  an  emphasis  on  reducing 
disturbance  to  elk  and  other  big  game 
on  calving  and  wintering  areas. 

Hunting,  fishing  and  trapping  are 
emphasized  in  other  sections. 
Changes  made  to  proposed 
action  to  enhance  connectivity. 
Naturalized  refers  to  non-native 
species  such  as  brook  trout  or 
pheasant  that  reproduce  in  the 
wild  to  maintain  their 
population.  Lines  107  and  108 
among  many  others  emphasizes 
the  coordination  with  FWP. 

22. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

16 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Special  Recreation  Management  Areas 
RMEF  supports  maintenance  of 
existing  trails  along  with  conserving 
un-fragmented  habitat  and  associated 
hunting  and  fishing  opportunities. 

RMEF  suggests  seasonal  adjustments 
to  protect  critical  habitat  areas  and 
species  sensitive  to  disturbance,  while 
consulting  with  FWP  and  assessing 
the  importance  of  proposed  zones  to 
hunting  opportunities  and  wildlife 
population  management. 

Access,  big  game  and  hunting  are 
emphasized  in  the  RMP  in  SO 

3362  and  SO  3373.  A  range  of 
management  alternatives  is 
considered  for  the  RMP. 
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23. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

8 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  Sage-Grouse  Conservation  Plans 
adopted  in  2015  lay  out  areas  which 
contain  core  habitat  and  have  the 
designations  of  Priority  Habitat 
Management  Areas  (PHMAs)  and 
General  Habitat  Management  Areas 
(GHMAs).  These  areas  are  essential 
for  sage-grouse  population  retention. 
The  Draft  RMP  EIS  states,  "Areas 
closed  to  future  leasing  would  protect 
wildlife  in  priority  vegetation 
communities.  However,  lands  closed 
to  leasing  would  contribute  less  than 

6%  of  grasslands  and  less  than  2  %  of 
all  other  vegetation  types."  With  the 
current  preferred  alternative,  the  lack 
of  regulation  on  lands  open  for  oil 
and  gas  leasing  is  leading  there  to  be  a 
negligible  amount  of  areas  that  are 
closed  to  future  leasing  and  therefore 
protecting  wildlife.  The  EIS  also 
states,  "water  impoundments  could 
serve  as  mosquito  breeding  areas 
which  could  pose  a  threat  to  greater 
sage-grouse  populations".  The  greater 
sage-grouse  has  an  even  smaller 
chance  of  succeeding  with  additional 
threats.  With  the  habitat  loss  the 
greater  sage-grouse  is  seeing  their 
population  numbers  have  an 
extremely  small  chance  of  rebounding 
to  where  they  previously  were. 

Conservation  management 
objectives  outlined  in  the  20 1 5 
Record  of  Decision  and 
approved  resource  management 
plan  amendments  for  the  Rocky 
Mountain  region  are 
incorporated  into  the  RMP/EIS. 
Additional  stipulations  for  fluid 
mineral  leasing  in  PHMA  and 
GHMA  are  contained  in 

Appendix  L  and  are  consistent 
with  2015  Sage  Grouse 
management  adopted  across 
Montana  /  Dakotas  BLM. 
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24. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

1  1 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  2019  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  states  "PHMA  would  be 
open  to  new  mineral  material  sales 
for  both  free  and  commercial 
use.. .effects  could  result  in  greater 
level  of  sage-grouse  avoidance  and 
disturbance,  and  habitat 
fragmentation  or  removal  than  the 
other  alternatives."  Executive  Order 

No.  12-2015  General  Principle  23 
states  "New  land  uses  or  activities 
within  Core  Areas  shall  be 
authorized,  approved,  or  conducted 
only  when  it  can  be  demonstrated 
that  the  project  will  not  cause 
declines  in  sage  grouse  populations." 
The  draft  6  RMP  and  EIS  does  not 
provide  any  evidence  that  oil  and  gas 
projects  will  not  cause  declines  in 
sage  grouse  populations  and  states 
that  there  will  be  negative  impacts  on 
the  species  habitat  indicating  that 
leasing  will  eventually  cause 
population  decline.  6  Executive  Order 
No.  12-2015 

Conservation  management 
objectives  outlined  in  the  20 1 5 
Record  of  Decision  and 
approved  resource  management 
plan  amendments  for  the  Rocky 
Mountain  region  are 
incorporated  into  the  RMP/EIS. 
Mineral  material  sales  would  still 
be  subject  to  disturbance 
thresholds  calculated  by 

Montana.  Additional  stipulations 
for  fluid  mineral  leasing  in  PHMA 
and  GHMA  are  contained  in 
Appendix  L  and  are  consistent 
with  2015  Sage  Grouse 
management  adopted  across 
Montana  /  Dakotas  BLM. 
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25. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

16 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Fish  and  Wildlife  (Fish  and  Aquatic 
Communities)  :  Management  actions 
that  support  beaver  restoration  will 
help  the  BLM  achieve  the  Line  1  1  1 

Goal:  "provide  for  aquatic,  riparian, 
and  wetland  habitats  for  abundance 
and  diversity  of  fish  and  aquatic 
wildlife  with  self-sustaining 
populations."  Beaver  restoration 
would  also  contribute  to  the  Line  1  12 
Objectives  for  Alternative  B,C,  and  D. 
We  recommend  that  management 
actions  supporting  beaver  restoration 
be  included  to  help  maintain  and 
improve  aquatic,  riparian,  and  wetland 
habitats.  The  recently  released  draft 
Missoula  RMP  included  beaver 
reintroduction  as  part  of  Management 
Action  1  of  Alternative  C  under  Soil, 
Water,  and  Riparian  Resources  :] 
a.Through  assessment  of  PFC,  identify 
those  elements  that  are  limiting  PFC 
attainment  and  develop  actions  that 
move  toward  PFC.  These  actions 
could  be  restoration  (planting, 
revegetation,  invasive  species 
removal,  streambank  stabilization, 
beaver  reintroduction,  structures) 
and/or  changes  in  use  (protective 
fencing,  reduction  in  numbers  or 
utilization).  b.A  similar  action  could 
greatly  benefit  the  Lewistown  RMP 
and  contribute  to  meeting  the  goals 
of  Fish  and  Aquatic  Communities 
under  Fish  and  Wildlife  . 

A  new  management  action  has 
been  added  to  the  Water 
Resources  Section  in  Chapter  2 
that  lists  beaver.  Management 
for  the  Riparian/Wetland 
priority  vegetation  type  will 
meet  needs  for  beaver,  which  is 
why  they  were  not  identified  for 
special  management  similar  to 
prairie  dogs,  bighorn  sheep  or 
grizzly  bears. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-135 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Fish  and  Wildlife) 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

26. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

17 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Special  Status  Species  :  Considering 
that  research  has  demonstrated  the 
benefits  of  beavers  on  three 
salmonids  listed  as  special  status 
species  in  the  Lewistown  RMP,  the 
Lewistown  Field  Office  must  consider 
beaver  restoration  as  a  valid  method 
for  protecting,  enhancing,  and 
increasing  stream  habitats.  Under  the 
Special  Status  Species  resource, 
beaver  restoration  would  contribute 
to  the  Line  127  Goal  for  all 
alternatives:  "Manage  for  the 
biological  integrity  and  habitat 
function  to  facilitate  the  conservation, 
recovery,  and  maintenance  of 
populations  offish,  wildlife,  and  plant 
special  status  species."  In  addition, 
beaver  restoration  would  help  in 
achieving  the  Line  128  and  Line  134 
Objective  for  Alternatives  B,C,  and  D. 
Finally,  the  last  Action  (Line  135) 
states:  "Whenever  possible,  design 
management  activities  in  habitat  for 
threatened  and  endangered  species  to 
benefit  those  species  through  habitat 
improvement."  Thus,  we  recommend 
that  beaver  restoration  is  used  as  a 
"management  activity"  to  improve 
habitat  for  special  status  species. 

A  new  management  action  has 
been  added  to  the  Water 
Resources  Section  in  Chapter  2 
that  lists  beaver.  Management 
for  the  Riparian/Wetland 
priority  vegetation  type  will 
meet  needs  for  beaver,  which  is 
why  they  were  not  identified  for 
special  management  similar  to 
prairie  dogs,  bighorn  sheep  or 
grizzly  bears. 
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27. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

19 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  BLM  also  failed  to  mention  BMP 
for  Wildlife  Friendly  Fencing  on  BLM 
lands.  The  following  are  our 
recommendations  for  Wildlife 

Friendly  Fencing.  For  'interior'  or 
'pasture'  fencing,  we  recommend  that 
fencing  be  either  3  or  4-strand  barbed 
wire  fence  use  standardized  specs 
which  include  a  smooth  bottom  wire, 
placed  at  1 8"  off  the  ground  and  top 
barbed  wire  at  40"  off  the  ground  1 7  . 
These  measurements  allow  the 
maximum  successful  passage  by  big 
game  species  by  crawling  underneath 
(see  Jones  et  al.  20 1 8)  or  jumping 
over  fencing  while  keeping  livestock 
(i.e.,  cattle,  horses)  in  desired 
pastures.  In  circumstances  where 
smooth  wire  is  unavailable,  we 
recommend  using  carabineers,  clips 
or  bailing  wire  to  raise  bottom  wires 
to  1 8"  at  regularly  spaced  intervals 
along  the  fence  line.  18  17  Paige,  C. 

2012.  A  Landowner's  Guide  to 

Wildlife  Friendly  Fences:  How  to 

Build  Fence  with  Wildlife  in  Mind, 
Second  edition.  Private  Land 

Technical  Assistance  Program, 

Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks, 

Helena,  Montana,  USA.  1 8  Jones,  P.F., 
Jakes,  A.  F.,  Eacker,  D.R.,  Seward, 

B.C.,  Hebblewhite,  M.,  B.H.  Martin. 

2018  Evaluating  responses  by 
pronghorn  to  fence  modifications 
across  the  Northern  Great  Plains. 
Wildlife  Society  Bulletin.  42(2):  225- 
236  . 

Please  see  Page  2-18  line  121 
"Action:  Existing  fences  may  be 
modified  or  removed  to 
enhance  wildlife  movements. 

Build  new  fences  to  allow 
wildlife  passage." 
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28. 

Steve 

Hertel 

Fergus 

Conservation 

District 

329 

8 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Category:  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Opposition  to  Grizzly  and  Wolf  Apex 
Predator  Introduction  Program; 
Remedies  Reference:  Volume  1  page 

2- 1 7,  Item  1 06  The  introduction  of 
Apex  predators  to  this  region  will 
cause  conflict  on  grazing  lands  and 
will  compromise  Public  safety.  Apex 
predators  will  cause  undue  stress  on 
domestic  and  wildlife  species,  affecting 
the  grazing  patterns  which  will  have 
negative  consequence  on  the 
rangeland's  health  and  riparian  areas. 

Action  is  not  intended  for  a 
specific  species  and  accompanies 
the  Goal  listed  in  line  104  and 
objective  in  line  1 05.  Project 
specific  analysis  would  occur  as 
part  of  the  consideration. 

29. 

Steve 

Hertel 

Fergus 

Conservation 

District 

329 

9 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Category:  Fish  and  Wildlife  Bighorn 
Sheep  Contact  and  Disease 

Reference:  Volume  1,  pg.  2-18  Item 

1 23  This  limits  ability  to  perform 
diverse  grazing  with  several  livestock 
species. 

Current  management  is  to 
"Prohibit  domestic  sheep  grazing 
from  overlapping  bighorn  sheep 
habitat  to  ensure  no  contact 
between  domestic  and  bighorn 
sheep".  Alternatives  continue 
separation  between  domestic 
and  wild  sheep  with  varying 
distances. 
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30. 

Scott 

Laird 

Theodore 

Roosevelt 

Conservation 

Partnership 

333 

3 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

As  part  of  this,  we  request  that  the 

BLM  take  steps  to  1)  prioritize  active 
habitat  restoration  on  winter  range, 

2)  develop  meaningful  oil  and  gas 
lease  stipulations  for  identified  big 
game  migration  corridors,  stopover 
areas,  high  use  routes,  and  winter 
range,  and  3)  plan  for  the 
replacement  of  fencing  that  inhibits 
wildlife  movement  and  address  other 
potential  obstructions  to  wildlife 
migrations.  Finally,  because  new  collar 
data  is  increasingly  being  collected 
and  analyzed  by  Montana  Fish, 

Wildlife  and  Parks  on  the  exact 
location  of  wildlife  migration 
corridors-in  large  part  because  of  the 
direction  and  grant  funding  provided 
through  SO  3362-we  believe  that  the 
Lewistown  RMP  should  be  adaptive 
and  plan  for/consider  migration 
corridors  that  could  be  mapped  after 
the  RMP  is  complete.  We  expect 
refined  maps  for  corridors  to  become 
increasing  available  to  land  managers 
and  the  public  in  the  coming  one  to 
three  years  and  we  hope  that  the 

RMP  will  include  measures  aimed  at 
conserving  these  vital  habitats. 

Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  is 
expanding  its  efforts  to  identify  and 
protect  big  game  migratory  corridors. 
The  department  is  using  federal  funds 
provided  under  SO  3362  to  analyze 
historic  elk,  mule  deer  and  pronghorn 
GPS  and  radio-collar  data  to  better 
identify  migratory  routes  in  Montana. 
We  encourage  the  Lewistown  BLM 
to  pursue  opportunities  to  partner 
with  the  state  to  identify  and 
conserve  these  migration  corridors 
and  to  develop  sight-specific 
management  activities. 

1)  All  alternatives  allow 
treatments  where  needed  (see 
lines  58,  107,  116  and  119).  2) 
Appendix  L  lists  oil  and  gas 
stipulations.  3)  Please  see  Page 
2-18  line  121  "Action:  Existing 
fences  may  be  modified  or 
removed  to  enhance  wildlife 
movements.  Build  new  fences  to 
allow  wildlife  passage." 
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31. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

17 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  draft  RMP  fails  to  recognize 
meaningful  thresholds  for  population 
viability.  Schultz  (2010)  concludes  that 
"the  lack  of  management  thresholds 
allows  small  portions  of  habitat  to  be 
eliminated  incrementally  without  any 
signal  when  the  loss  of  habitat  might 
constitute  a  significant  cumulative 
impact."  In  the  absence  of  meaningful 
thresholds  of  habitat  loss  and  no 
monitoring  of  wildlife  populations, 
projects  will  continue  to  degrade 
habitat  across  the  landscape  over 
time.  (See  also  Schultz  2012.) 

RMP  emphasizes  Priority 
Vegetation  (habitat) 
management  over  management 
for  individual  species.  Where  PV 
management  does  not  address 
species  concerns,  then  additional 
management  actions  are 
included  (see  bighorn  sheep, 
grizzly  bear  and  prairie  dog). 

The  BLM  sensitive  species 
process  listed  in  the  6840 
manual  and  Federal  T&E  listing 
address  concerns  for  vulnerable 
species. 

32. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

19 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  draft  RMP  includes  an  Action  to 
"Action:  Manage  for  connectivity 
between  habitats"  in  addressing  its 

Goal  to  "Provide  for  diverse,  healthy 
ecosystems  that  are  resilient  to 
climate  stressors."  The  draft  RMP  fails 
to  provide  any  further  details  on  how 
to  "manage  for  connectivity" 
consistent  with  wildlife  species'  needs 
and  best  available  science. 

Action  in  line  16  is  consistent 
with  goals,  objectives  and 
actions  in  the  vegetation  and 
wildlife  sections. 

33. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

21 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  wolverine  is  proposed  for  listing 
as  a  threatened  species  under  the 

ESA.  The  proposed  rule  was  issued  in 
2013.  78  Fed.  Reg.  7864  (February  4, 
2013).  FWS  withdrew  the  rule  on 
August  1  3,  2014,  and  the  withdrawal 
of  the  rule  was  deemed  unlawful  and 
vacated  in  2016.  Defenders  of 

Wildlife  v.  Jewell,  176  F.Supp.3d  975 
(D.  Mont.  2016).  Thus,  the  wolverine 
is  currently  proposed  for  listing  under 
the  ESA.  1  81  Fed.  Reg.  7 1 670 
(October  18,  2016).  The  draft  RMP 
indicates  the  wolverine  may  occupy 
portions  of  these  BLM  lands,  but  has 
no  direction  specific  to  wolverine 
habitat  needs. 

Wolverines  will  be  considered  in 
the  BA  and  will  be  added  to  the 
list  in  Appendix  E. 
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34. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

32 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  Missoula  Field  Office  draft  RMP 
discloses,  "Long-term  pervasive 
impacts  such  as  beaver  eradication 
has  altered  many  riparian  systems, 
removing  important  still-water 
characteristics  and  lentic  functions 
such  as  spring  runoff  attenuation, 
water  storage  for  base  flows,  and 
greater  acreages  of  hydric  soils  and 
obligate  wetland  plant  species."  The 
Lewistown  draft  RMP  fails  to  address 
beavers  at  all. 

A  new  management  action  has 
been  added  to  the  Water 
Resources  Section  in  Chapter  2 
that  lists  beaver.  Management 
for  the  Riparian/Wetland 
priority  vegetation  type  will 
meet  needs  for  beaver,  which  is 
why  they  were  not  identified  for 
special  management  similar  to 
prairie  dogs,  bighorn  sheep  or 
grizzly  bears. 

35. 

Chamois 

Andersen 

Defenders  Of 
Wildlife 

339 

1 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

BLM's  preferred  alternative 
(Alternative  C)  for  the  Lewistown 

Draft  RMP  does  not  meet  the 
requirements  in  BLM  Manual  6840  for 
adequately  protecting  prairie  dogs  or 
protecting  and  restoring  adequate 
prairie  dog  acres/habitat  for  the 
conservation  of  prairie  dog  associated 
BLM  sensitive  species.  The  RMP 
requires  actions  that  provide 
direction  for  restoring  of  sufficient 
occupied  prairie  dog  acres  to  support 
viable  populations  of  BLM  sensitive 
prairie  dog  associated  species.  The 

RMP  also  must  include  actions  that 
mitigate  and  prevent  threats  to 
prairie  dogs  and  the  prairie  dog 
ecosystem,  which  include  poisoning, 
plague,  shooting,  mineral  extraction, 
and  others.  There  are  no  guiding 
criteria  for  the  size  or  distribution  of 
prairie  dog  colonies.  Without 
management  goals  for  prairie  dog 
habitat,  how  can  the  BLM  be  certain 
its  actions  for  this  RMP  will  lead  to 
adequate  prairie  dog  habitat  for  the 
conservation  of  associated  species? 
Viability  of  these  species  depends  on 
a  certain  number  of  acreage  and 
distribution  of  prairie  dog  colonies  for 
overall  ecosystem  health  and  for 
conserving  associated  species. 

Alternatives  B  and  D  are  best 
for  prairie  dogs  and  associated 
species.  Alt  C  is  still  viable  and 
meets  direction  in  6840  manual. 
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36. 

Chamois 

Andersen 

Defenders  Of 
Wildlife 

339 

2 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

As  stated  above,  we  support 

Alternative  B,  with  key  modifications. 
The  RMP  must  have  guidance  for 
restoring  conditions  to  meet  the 
criteria  for  Prairie  Dog  Complex 
Category  1  in  Action  140  (Prairie 

Dog  Habitat).  The  RMP  must  also 
include  actions  to  limit  threats  to 
prairie  dogs.  The  Draft  RMP/DEIS 
defines  Prairie  Dog  Complex 

Category  1  as:  A  minimum  of  two 
black-tailed  prairie  dog  complexes 
sufficient  to  maintain  viable 
populations  of  black-footed  ferrets. 
These  should  be  at  least  100 
kilometers  apart,  with  each 
encompassing  at  least  5,000  acres  of 
prairie  dogs,  buy  may  range  up  to 

1 2,000  acres,  since  complexes  of  this 
size  have  occurred  in  Montana  in  the 
recent  past.  Standards  for  these 
complexes  will  follow  the  "7K  rule" 
adopted  by  the  Interstate  Black-tailed 
Prairie  Dog  Conservation  Team." 
(Glossary,  p.  1 9)  Jachowski  et  al. 

(201  1)  found  that  black-footed  ferrets 
required  complexes  of  at  least  10,625 
acres  to  support  a  sufficient  number 
of  breeding  pairs  to  sustain  a 
population.  The  definition  should  be 
revised  to  reflect  this  science.  Action 
140  must  include  guidance  for 
working  to  achieve  Category  1 
conditions.  This  would  support  the 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's 
recovery  goals  of  30  or  more 
geographically  distinct  wild 
populations  (USFWS  2013).  As  stated 
in  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's 
black-footed  ferret  recovery  plan, 

"the  single,  most  feasible  action  that 
would  benefit  black-footed  ferret 
recovery  is  to  improve  prairie  dog 
conservation."  Restoring  enough 
occupied  or  active  prairie  dog  acres 
in  large  complexes  to  contribute  to 
black-footed  ferret  recovery  would 
help  enable  the  BLM  to  meet  its 

Category  1  prairie  dog 
complexes  (at  least  5,000  acres 
using  the  7  Km  rule)  are  not 
attainable  on  BLM  managed 
lands.  With  this  in  mind, 
Alternative  B  (and  D)  strive  for 
at  least  one  Category  2  complex 
of  1 ,000  acres  or  more. 
Alternatives  B  and  D  are  best 
for  prairie  dogs  and  associated 
species.  Alt  C  is  still  viable  and 
meets  direction  in  6840  manual. 
Black-footed  ferret 
reintroduction  is  not  feasible 
solely  on  BLM  managed  lands, 
but  is  not  precluded  if  supported 
by  adjacent  landowners. 

X-142 


Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Fish  and  Wildlife) 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

obligation  to  conserve  threatened  or 
endangered  species  under  Section 
7(a)(1)  of  the  Endangered  Species 

Act.  In  addition  to  explicit  language 
related  to  black-footed  ferret 
recovery,  based  on  adequate  prairie 
dog  habitat,  the  BLM  should  include 
actions  in  Alternative  B  that  limit  and 
prevent  threats  to  prairie  dogs  and 
prairie  dog  associated  species.  Some 
of  these  threats  include  plague, 
poisoning,  shooting,  oil  and  gas 
extraction  and  associate 
infrastructure,  and  livestock 
overgrazing  during  drought.  Because 
syl vatic  plague  can  devastate  prairie 
dog  (and  ferret)  populations,  BLM's 
action  to  ensure  prairie  dog  habitat 
connectivity  and  resiliency  among 
prairie  dog  populations  are  important 
to  the  species'  future  persistence  in 
this  region.  The  RMP  should  include 
an  action  to  prevent  and  mitigate  the 
effects  of  sylvatic  plague  in  the 
Lewistown  plan  area.  Along  with 
protecting  prairie  dogs,  this  would 
also  maintain  and  enhance  the  overall 
diversity  of  wildlife  that  rely  upon 
prairie  dog  habitat,  including 
mountain  plovers,  burrowing  owls, 
ferruginous  hawks,  and  swift  foxes  (all 
of  which  are  BLM  sensitive  species). 
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37. 

Chamois 

Andersen 

Defenders  Of 
Wildlife 

339 

3 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

None  of  the  alternatives  sufficiently 
protect  BLM  sensitive  species. 

However,  Alternative  B  would 
require  the  least  amount  of 
modification  to  meet  the  BLM's 
sensitive  species  obligations.  Wildlife 
and  habitat  protection  are 
requirements  under  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act  (See  43 
U.S.C.  1732.102(a)(8)  and 

302(d)(2)(A)).  Additionally,  the 
agency  is  obligated  to  protect  special 
status  species,  including  threatened 
and  endangered  and  BLM  selected 
sensitive  species  to  comply  with  BLM 
Manual  6840.  "To  initiate  proactive 
conservation  measures  that  reduce  or 
eliminate  threats  to  Bureau  sensitive 
species  to  minimize  the  likelihood  of 
and  need  for  listing  of  these  species 
under  the  ESA"  (BLM  Manual 

6840.02. B).  "Conservation,"  as 
defined  by  BLM  Manual  6840  is:  "the 
use  of  programs,  plans,  and 
management  practices  to  reduce  or 
eliminate  threats  affecting  the  status 
of  the  species  or  improve  the 
condition  of  the  species'  habitat  on 
BLMadministered  lands."  The  BLM 
must  "address  sensitive  species  and 
their  habitats"  in  RMPs  and  resolve 
conflicts  in  the  plan  "without 
deferring  conflict  resolution  to 
implementation-level  planning,"  in 
accordance  with  BLM  Manual 

6840.2. B  and  "minimize  or  eliminate 
threats"  and  "improve  the  condition 
of  the  species  habitat,"  in  accordance 
with  6840.2.C. 

All  alternatives  meet  FLPMA  and 
BLM  manual  6840  guidance. 

Lines  127  -135  specifically 
address  Special  Status  Species 
with  additional  design  features 
provided  in  Appendix  F. 
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38. 

Chamois 

Andersen 

Defenders  Of 
Wildlife 

339 

4 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

One  problem  with  all  alternatives  is 
the  failure  to  sufficiently  address 
threats  to  species  and  their  habitats. 

For  example,  while  Objective  128 
aims  to  "Manage  for  no  net  loss  of 
habitat  for  special  status  species"  in 
Alternative  B,  C,  and  D.  (p.  2- 1 9), 
mineral  leasing  stipulations  contain 
the  ability  to  modify  and  waive  and 
allow  exceptions  that  can  result  in  net 
losses  of  habitat.  And,  given  that  many 
sensitive  species'  populations  are 
declining,  the  BLM  should  be 
managing  for  net  gains  in  habitat.  The 
Draft  RMP  fails  to  address  the  threat 
of  domestic  livestock  overgrazing  to 
sensitive  species'  habitat. 

RMP  conformance  reviews  will 
take  into  account  RMP  guidance, 
vegetation/habitat,  treatments, 
disturbance  and  development  to 
determine  if  the  objective  in  line 

1 28  is  met.  Domestic  livestock 
overgrazing  is  not  authorized 
and  is  addressed  with  remedies 
in  existing  authorities. 

39. 

Chamois 

Andersen 

Defenders  Of 
Wildlife 

339 

5 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  Selected  Alternative  should 

Provide  Stronger  Protections  for 
Greater  Sage-Grouse  The  Lewistown 
Field  Office  Greater  Sage-Grouse 
Approved  Resource  Management 
Amendment  (ARMPA)  (2015) 
designated  233,219  BLM  surface  acres 
as  priority  habitat  management  areas 
(PHMA)  in  the  planning  area.  The 

Draft  RM P/DEIS  appears  to  retain  the 
same  amount  and  location  of  PHMA 
(see  2-1),  although  the  final  EIS  and 
proposed  plan  should  confirm  that 
decision. 

Please  see  page  2-2 1  line  141 
which  addresses  2015  GRSG 
decisions  and  management. 
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40. 

Chamois 

Andersen 

Defenders  Of 
Wildlife 

339 

6 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  preferred  alternative  would 
implement  the  same  restrictions  on 
fluid  minerals  development  in  sage- 
grouse  priority  habitat  management 
areas  (PHMA)  as  have  been  adopted 
in  other  BLM  plan  amendments  in 
Montana  (e.g.,  Miles  City  ARMPA 

2015:  2-6,  Table  2-4.),  including  a  no 
surface  occupancy  stipulation  for 
development  activities  (NSO)  (2-2 1 , 
row  142)  without  opportunity  for 
waiver  or  modification  of  this 
requirement,  and  only  minimal 
opportunity  for  exception  depending 
on  potential  conservation  gain  to  the 
species  (Append.  L,  L-23).  Given  the 
fragmented  composition  of  BLM 
ownership  in  the  area,  NSO  and 
related  constraints  on  fluid  minerals 
development  may  not  operate  to 
protect  the  birds  from  disturbance 
and  habitat  degradation  where 
development  is  allowed  to  proceed 
on  federal  or  non-federal  ownerships 
within  or  adjacent  to  PHMA.  Drilling 
and  other  activities  could  still  exceed 
sage-grouse  tolerances  to  disturbance 
and  disruption  on  breeding  and 
nesting  habitat  otherwise  protected 
by  the  NSO  stipulation.  Given 
declining  sage-grouse  populations  in 
the  state  (French,  "Montana  sage 
grouse  population  declining,"  Billings 
Gazette,  Dec.  20,  2018)  and  the  fact 
that  most  of  the  planning  area  would 
be  open  to  fluid  minerals  leasing 
under  all  management  alternatives, 
the  selected  alternative  should  close 
PHMA  to  fluid  minerals  to  provide 
the  maximum  needed  protection  for 
sage-grouse  and  their  habitat. 

BLM  only  has  management 
authority  on  BLM  lands,  which  is 
less  than  20%  of  sage-grouse 
priority  habitat  in  the  LFO. 
Conservation  management 
objectives  outlined  in  the  20 1 5 
Record  of  Decision  and 
approved  resource  management 
plan  amendments  for  the  Rocky 
Mountain  region  are 
incorporated  into  the  RMP/EIS. 
Additional  stipulations  for  fluid 
mineral  leasing  in  PHMA  and 
GHMA  are  contained  in 

Appendix  L  and  are  consistent 
with  2015  Sage  Grouse 
management  adopted  across 
Montana  /  Dakotas  BLM. 
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41. 

Chamois 

Andersen 

Defenders  Of 
Wildlife 

339 

7 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Contrary  to  other  BLM  plan 
amendments  in  Montana  (e.g.,  Miles 

City  ARMPA  20 1 5:  2-6,  Table  2-4), 
the  preferred  alternative  in  the  Draft 
RMP/DEIS  would  allow  for  new 
minerals  materials  sales  in  PHMA  (2- 
1 2,  row  145).  The  agency 
acknowledges  that  mineral  materials 
development  would  have  negative 
impacts  on  sage-grouse  (4-69);  the 

BLM  has  otherwise  recommended 
closing  all  priority  sage-grouse  habitat 
to  mineral  materials  sales  (NTT  2014: 
25);  and  the  Draft  RMP/DEIS  does 
not  present  a  compelling  reason  for 
overriding  the  current  ARMPA's 
closure  of  PHMA  to  this  multiple  use 
(Lewistown  ARMPA  2015:  2-3,  Table 
2-1).  The  selected  alternative  in  the 
final  EIS  and  proposed  plan  should 
retain  current  protections  against 
minerals  materials  sales  in  PHMA  in 
the  planning  area. 

Mineral  material  sales  would  be 
subject  to  the  density 
disturbance  cap  and  mitigation 
measures  required  by  the 

Montana  Sage  Grouse  Habitat 
Conservation  Program 
(operators  on  federal 
surface/minerals  are  required  to 
obey  state  law). 
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42. 

Chamois 

Andersen 

Defenders  Of 
Wildlife 

339 

8 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

BLM's  preferred  alternative 
(Alternative  C)  does  not  meet  BLM 
requirements  for  adequately 
protecting  prairie  dogs  or  protecting 
and  restoring  adequate  prairie  dog 
acres/habitat  for  the  conservation  of 
prairie  dog-associated  BLM  sensitive 
species.  We  support  Alternative  B, 
with  key  modifications.  BLM 
management  actions  in  the  Lewistown 
District,  under  Alternative  B,  should 
include  direction  to  restore  Category 

1  conditions,  expand  and  enhance 
prairie  dog  habitat,  and  limit  and 
prevent  threats-including  mitigating 
the  effects  of  sylvatic  plague.  This 
direction  will  help  maintain  and 
enhance  the  diversity  of  wildlife  that 
rely  upon  prairie  dog  habitat, 
including  BLM  special  status  or 
sensitive  species:  black-footed  ferrets, 
mountain  plovers,  burrowing  owls, 
ferruginous  hawks,  and  swift  foxes. 

For  greater  sage-grouse,  the  selected 
alternative  should  provide  stronger 
protections  within  the  Lewistown 
District,  and  close  PHMA  to  fluid 
minerals  leasing  as  well  as  to  mineral 
materials  sales. 

Category  1  prairie  dog 
complexes  (at  least  5,000  acres 
using  the  7  Km  rule)  are  not 
attainable  on  BLM  managed 
lands.  With  this  in  mind, 
Alternative  B  (and  D)  strive  for 
at  least  one  Category  2  complex 
of  1 ,000  acres  or  more. 
Alternatives  B  and  D  are  best 
for  prairie  dogs  and  associated 
species.  Alt  C  is  still  viable  and 
meets  direction  in  6840  manual. 
Black-footed  ferret 
reintroduction  is  not  feasible 
solely  on  BLM  managed  lands, 
but  is  not  precluded  if  supported 
by  adjacent  landowners. 

43. 

Jerry 

DiMarco 

344 

2 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

1  found  no  mention  of  stocking  of  fish. 
Hopefully  that  is  not  a  practice  in 

BLM  waters,  especially  the  stocking  of 
historically  fishless  waters.  This  would 
not  be  compatible  with  improving, 
rehabilitating,  and  restoring  resources 
and  sustaining  the  ecological  integrity 
of  habitats.  However  there  were 
references  to  desired  nonnative  fish, 
which  is  not  compatible  with  BLM's 
mission.  Why  are  nonnative  fish 
allowed?  Why  are  they  desired? 

Fish  introductions, 
reintroductions  and 
augmentation  may  take  place  on 
a  case  by  case  basis  in 
compliance  with  the  MT  FWP 
State  Wildlife  Action  Plan, 
various  conservation  strategies 
and  agreements.  Any  "stocking" 
offish  would  first  be  analyzed 
using  NEPA  with  adverse 
impacts  to  native  species  taken 
into  account. 
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44. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

38 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  DEIS  and  DRMPfail  to 
adequately  protect  habitat  for  greater 
sage-grouse.  Alternative  C  will 
certainly  exacerbate  the  continued 
decline  of  the  species  by  increasing 
habitat  fragmentation,  increasing 
anthropogenic  disturbance,  increasing 
road  density  and  sanctioning  status 
quo  livestock  grazing  which  will 
reduce  nesting  cover,  increase 
invasive  species  presence  and 
dominance,  increase  wildfire  risk, 
increase  predation,  and  generally 
favor  forage  production  for  livestock 
over  the  needs  of  sage-grouse  and 
other  wildlife  species. 

Conservation  management 
objectives  outlined  in  the  20 1 5 
Record  of  Decision  and 
approved  resource  management 
plan  amendments  for  the  Rocky 
Mountain  region  are 
incorporated  into  the  RMP/EIS. 
Additional  stipulations  for  fluid 
mineral  leasing  in  PHMA  and 
GHMA  are  contained  in 

Appendix  L  and  are  consistent 
with  2015  Sage  Grouse 
management  adopted  across 
Montana  /  Dakotas  BLM. 

45. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

47 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

It  is  undeniable  that  increasing  the 
allocation  of  forage  for  livestock  will 
have  negative  impacts  on  wildlife  by 
reducing  available  forage.  This  is 
particularly  true  for  winter  range. 

The  Proposed  plan  will  include 
modified  text  on  page  2-39. 

46. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

57 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  DEIS  and  DRMP  are  largely  silent 
on  the  impacts  of  livestock  grazing  on 
native  predators  and  carnivores.  For 
example,  wolves  are  never  mentioned 
in  the  entire  DEIS.  Wolves  are  a 
native  species  that  is  still  recovering 
in  the  LBLM  planning  area.  Wolf 
populations  are  expanding  eastward. 
Wolves  are  often  killed  as  a  result  of 
management  actions  and  in  some 
cases  relating  to  depredation  of 
livestock  on  public  lands.  The  DEIS 
must  consider  the  impact  of  livestock 
grazing  on  healthy  wolf  populations 

RMP  emphasizes  Priority 
Vegetation  (habitat) 
management  over  management 
for  individual  species.  Where  PV 
management  does  not  address 
species  concerns,  then  additional 
management  actions  are 
included  (see  bighorn  sheep, 
grizzly  bear  and  prairie  dog). 
Wolves  are  currently  a  BLM 
sensitive  species  listed  in 

Appendix  E  that  do  not  require 
additional  management 
direction. 
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47. 

Patrick 

Lendrum 

World  Wildlife 
Fund 

361 

2 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

We  also  strongly  urge  the  BLM  to 
consider  additional  protections  of 
critical  sagebrush  habitat  that  is  of 
utmost  importance  for  a  range  of 
species,  including  but  not  limited  to 
sage-grouse.  As  currently  proposed, 
Alternative  B  would  subject  240,000 
acres  of  core  sage-grouse  habitat  to 
leasing  and  Alternative  C  would 
increase  that  to  270,000  with 
essentially  no  core  acres  closed 
(Figures  1  and  2).  WWF  recommends 
that  all  sage-grouse  core  areas  should 
be  areas  of  no  disturbance  or 
disruption  by  energy  development 
because  they  have  been  recognized  as 
critical  to  prevent  listing  of  the 
species.  As  these  areas  are  supposed 
to  provide  the  highest  level  of 
protection  for  sage-grouse,  those 
actions  deemed  to  best  protect  these 
areas  should  be  adopted.  Additional 
portions  of  core  areas  which  have 
low  oil  and  gas  potential  should  be 
included  in  Protection  Areas  and 
receive  the  maximum  protective 
measures.  The  RMP/EIS  acknowledges 
that  climate  change,  disease,  and 
habitat  loss  are  all  threats  to  sage- 
grouse,  and  given  the  known  impacts 
of  energy  development  on  sage 
grouse  (Naugle  et  al.  201  1),  now  is 
the  time  to  consider  how  habitat 
conservation  could  alleviate  some  of 
the  impacts  and  prevent  the  need  for 
a  future  listing. 

BLM  only  has  management 
authority  on  BLM  lands,  which  is 
less  than  20%  of  sage-grouse 
priority  habitat  in  the  LFO. 
Conservation  management 
objectives  outlined  in  the  20 1 5 
Record  of  Decision  and 
approved  resource  management 
plan  amendments  for  the  Rocky 
Mountain  region  are 
incorporated  into  the  RMP/EIS. 
Additional  stipulations  for  fluid 
mineral  leasing  in  PHMA  and 
GHMA  are  contained  in 

Appendix  L  and  are  consistent 
with  2015  Sage  Grouse 
management  adopted  across 
Montana  /  Dakotas  BLM. 

48. 

Mary  Beth 

Roy 

369 

1 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  area  being  studied  -  in  the  Judith 
Mountains  -  contains  numerous  bat 
caves.  Has  the  bat  population  been 
recently  counted? 

BLM  continues  to  coordinate 
with  MFWP,  MNHP  and  others 
for  bat  management.  Baseline 
bat  acoustic  inventories  have 
occurred  across  Montana. 
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49. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

13 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Reference:  Vol.  1,  page  2-18,  para  121. 
Comment:  A  42-48  inch  fence  poses 
virtually  no  problem  for  wildlife 
movements.  A  slight  exception  does 
exist  for  antelope  in  that  they  are 
reluctant  to  jump  fences  but  are  fully 
capable  of  finding  a  low  spot  to  crawl 
under.  When  deep  snow  exists, 
fencing  can  be  problematic  for 
antelope  movement  but  not  to  the 
extent  that  fences  would  need  to  be 
removed  or  modified.  The  primary 
function  of  fencing  is  to  enhance 
grazing  management  practices  and 
improve  range  conditions.  Fencing  has 
minimal  impact  on  wildlife  movement. 
Recommendation:  That  current 
management  under  ALT  A  be  the 
preferred  alternative.  Reference:  Vol. 

1,  page  2-18,  para  1  17.  (Power  line 
construction) 

Bison  is  discussed  under  Section 
2.6.6.  of  the  Draft  EIS.  Privately 
owned  bison  may  be  authorized 
to  graze  under  the  regulations, 
provided  it  is  consistent  with 
multiple-use  objectives.  As  with 
other  classes  of  livestock,  bison 
may  be  permitted  to  graze 
where  environmental  review 
indicates  no  conflict  with 
resource  objectives  or 
attainment  of  Standards  for 
Rangeland  Health  (BLM  1997). 

50. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

14 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Comment:  Given  the  abundance  of 
raptors  in  the  LRMP  planning  area 
and  the  existing  protections  of 
various  raptor  species,  the  need  to 
require  power  companies  to  comply 
with  modifications  to  transmission 
lines  is  unnecessary.  In  fact,  raptor 
predation  on  game  birds  including 
sage  grouse  could  be  mitigated  by 
occasional  raptor  mortality  due  to 
power  lines  and  have  no  negative 
impact  on  raptor  populations  and  a 
positive  impact  on  game  birds.  BIM 
presents  no  data  to  confirm  the 
frequency  ofraptor  mortality  due  to 
power  lines  nor  on  the  ensuing 
impact  on  raptor  populations; 
therefore,  this  seems  to  be  much  ado 
about  nothing.  Recommendation: 

That  power  companies  not  be 
required  to  modify  power  lines  and 
that  a  No  Action  Alternative  be 
approved. 

Modifications  of  existing 
powerlines  with  collision 
problems  is  reasonable  and 
meets  direction  for  migratory 
birds  and  eagles.  The 
management  action  correctly 
states  the  intent  of  the  action. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-I5I 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Fish  and  Wildlife) 


Row 

n 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

51. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

15 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Reference:  Vol.  1,  page  2-18,  para  123. 
(Big  Horn  Sheep)  Comment:  BLM 
states:  "No  new  sheep  or  goat 
allotments  would  be  allowed  in 
occupied  big  horn  sheep  habitat."  The 
threat  of  disease  transmission  from 
goats  to  big  horn  sheep  is  a  new 
wrinkle  that  is  heretofore  unknown 
but  BLM  offers  no  data  or  facts  on 
that  issue  and  the  number  of  BIM 
allotments  dedicated  to  goat  grazing 
is  likely  extremely  low.  The  real  issue 
here  is  that  BIM  is  concerned  about 
disease  spread  from  domestic 
sheep/goats  to  big  horn  sheep  but,  in 
so  doing,  underscores  landowner 
concerns  that  bison  represent  a 
disease  threat  to  cattle.  However,  in 
the  Phillips  County  area  BLM  has 
approved  grazing  by  APR's  bison  on 
lands  (habitat)  adjacent  to  cattle 
grazing  allotments,  thus  ignoring  the 
disease  factor  associated  with  cattle 
vs  bison  grazing  issue  but  proposes  to 
impose  allotment  restrictions  based 
on  the  domestic  sheep/goat  vs  big 
horn  sheep  grazing  issue. 
Recommendation:  That  UM  provide 
language  in  the  LRMP  that  addresses 
the  cattle  vs  bison  disease  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  sheep/goat  issue.  Non¬ 
concur  with  ALT's  B,  C,  D.  That  BIM 
approve  a  No  Action  Alternative. 

Bison  is  discussed  under  Section 
2.6.6.  of  the  Draft  EIS.  Bison  are 
considered  livestock  by  the  state 
of  Montana.  Privately  owned 
bison  may  be  authorized  to 
graze  under  the  regulations, 
provided  it  is  consistent  with 
multiple-use  objectives.  As  with 
other  classes  of  livestock,  bison 
may  be  permitted  to  graze 
where  environmental  review 
indicates  no  conflict  with 
resource  objectives  or 
attainment  of  Standards  for 
Rangeland  Health  (BLM  1997). 
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52. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

16 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

CATEGORY:  Fish  and  Wildlife. 
Reference:  Vol.  1,  page  2-17,  para  105. 
Comment  BLM  states:  Species 
introductions,  re-establishments, 
transplants,  etc.  may  be  considered  or 
allowed.  Such  a  general,  broad 
sweeping  statement  that  implies 
opening  the  door  for  bison 
restoration,  re-introduction  of  Wad( 
footed  ferrets,  swift  foxes,  plains 
grizzlies  and  wolves  requires  a  hard 
look  by  BIM.  BLM  must  also  consider 
county  land  use  policies  that  address 
this  issue.  For  example,  Fergus 

County  Land  Use  Policy  provides  for 
no  net  loss  of  livestock  grazing  AUM's 
for  any  permittee  due  to  increasing 
wildlife  populations  and  habitats  and 
that  property  rights  of  individuals  are 
more  important  than  fish  and  wildlife 
and  endangered  or  threatened 
species.  Multiple  use  and  the  human 
factor  must  play  an  important  part 
during  consideration  for  the  re- 
introduction/re-establishment  of 
wildlife  species.  Recommendation: 

That  8 1  .M  take  a  hard  look  at  the 
impacts  and  feasibility  of  restoring 
wildlife  species  to  the  LRMP  planning 
area.  That  BLM  honor  the  provisions 
of  county  land  use  policies  and 
determine  if  wildlife  introductions  are 
compatible  with  county  policies.  That 
BLM  approve  current  management 
under  ALT  A  for  paragraphs  105  and 
106. 

Action  is  not  intended  for  a 
specific  species  and  accompanies 
the  Goal  listed  in  line  104  and 
objective  in  line  1 05.  Project 
specific  analysis  (NEPA)  would 
occur  as  part  of  the 
consideration. 
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53. 

Steve 

Forrest 

380 

2 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  BLM  has  to  provide  a  plan  that 
recognizes  its  responsibilities  to 
provide  habitat  for,  in  this  case, 
grassland  species.  Prairie  dogs  are 
quintessential  grassland  species,  and 
ferrets  are  obligate  predators  of 
prairie  dogs.  The  BLM  should  be  in 
the  business  of  ecosystem 
management  and  continuing  or 
enhanced  planning  for  prairie  dogs 
and  ferrets  is  the  BLM's  obligation. 

Agree,  that  prairie  dogs  need 
additional  management  guidance 
beyond  grassland  management, 
with  is  why  they're  a  priority 
species  with  associated 
management  actions.  Category  1 
prairie  dog  complexes  (at  least 
5,000  acres  using  the  7  Km  rule) 
are  not  attainable  on  BLM 
managed  lands  in  the  LFO.  With 
this  in  mind,  Alternative  B  (and 

D)  strive  for  at  least  one 

Category  2  complex  of  1 ,000 
acres  or  more.  Alternatives  B 
and  D  are  best  for  prairie  dogs 
and  associated  species.  Black¬ 
footed  ferret  reintroduction  is 
not  feasible  solely  on  BLM 
managed  lands,  but  is  not 
precluded  if  supported  by 
adjacent  landowners. 

54. 

Steve 

Forrest 

380 

3 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

A  complex  size  of  black-tailed  prairie 
dogs  capped  at  1,000  acres  maximum, 
as  suggested  in  Alternative  B,  will  not 
support  black-footed  ferret 
reintroduction  or  conservation 
efforts  in  the  long  or  short-term, 
even  under  the  most  ideal  conditions, 
without  repeated  and  frequent 
management  intervention 
(augmentation).  1  would  encourage 
the  BLM  to  look  at  extinction 
modeling  (Lacey  and  Pollock  2018) 
with  the  input  of  ferret  experts. 
Environmental  variation  as  a  result  of 
changing  frequency  of  drought, 
impacts  to  the  prevalence  of  plague, 
other  take  of  prairie  dogs  such  as 
shooting,  and  competition  with  other 
grazers,  none  of  which  were  modeled 
here,  suggest  that  the  results 
described  here  are  conservative,  in 
that  additional  environmental 
variation  is  only  likely  to  heighten 
frequency  of  site  extinction. 

Category  1  prairie  dog 
complexes  (at  least  5,000  acres 
using  the  7  Km  rule)  are  not 
attainable  on  BLM  managed 
lands  in  the  LFO.  With  this  in 
mind,  Alternative  B  (and  D) 
strive  for  at  least  one  Category 

2  complex  of  1 ,000  acres  or 
more.  Alternatives  B  and  D  are 
best  for  prairie  dogs  and 
associated  species.  Black-footed 
ferret  reintroduction  is  not 
feasible  solely  on  BLM  managed 
lands,  but  is  not  precluded  if 
supported  by  adjacent 
landowners. 
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55. 

Steve 

Forrest 

380 

4 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Augmentation  is  a  legitimate 
management  input  that  can  extend 
the  time  of  population  persistence, 
but  is  untenable  for  a  complexes  as 
small  as  1 ,000  acres  due  to  the 
frequency  required  to  maintain 
ferrets  on  the  landscape.  There  is 
both  a  high  management  (financial) 
cost,  but  likely  a  biological  and 
evolutionary  cost  as  well.  To  the 
extent  that  intergenerational  learning 
is  passed  on  from  mothers  to  kits,  at 
the  rate  of  replacement  of  individuals 
every  1 .5  generations  following 
extinction  such  learning  will  never 
occur  and  site  adaptation  via  genetic 
expression  is  obliterated.  While 
augmentation  may  be  a  strategy  to 
bolster  sites  as  part  of  an  overall 
recovery  strategy,  in  the  case  where  a 
federal  or  state  agency  is  mandated  to 
conserve  sustainable  wildlife 
populations,  it  is  difficult  to  square 
that  responsibility  with  a  regime  that 
requires  replenishment  at  the  rate 
that  would  stop  extinction  and 
ecological  function  at  these  sites.  The 
BLM  needs  to  take  an  approach  to 
prairie  dog  management  that 
recognizes  the  needs  of  the  prairie 
dog  ecosystem,  which  includes  its 
predator  complex  and  the  black¬ 
footed  ferret.  The  colony  sizes  and 
configurations  need  to  approximate 
the  sizes  needed  to  support  all 
members  of  this  ecosystem. 

Category  1  prairie  dog 
complexes  (at  least  5,000  acres 
using  the  7  Km  rule)  are  not 
attainable  on  BLM  managed 
lands  in  the  LFO.  With  this  in 
mind,  Alternative  B  (and  D) 
strive  for  at  least  one  Category 

2  complex  of  1 ,000  acres  or 
more.  Alternatives  B  and  D  are 
best  for  prairie  dogs  and 
associated  species.  Black-footed 
ferret  reintroduction  is  not 
feasible  solely  on  BLM  managed 
lands,  but  is  not  precluded  if 
supported  by  adjacent 
landowners. 
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56. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

395 

1 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Our  research,  documented  in  the 

Programs  encouraging 

Natural 

attached  matrix,  indicates  that  from  a 

introduction  of  gray  wolves  and 

Resource 

continental  perspective,  populations 

grizzly  bears  on  public  lands  are 

Coalition 

of  the  gray  wolf  (Canis  lupus)  and 
grizzly  bears  (Ursos  arctos)  are 
growing,  and  programs  encouraging 
their  introduction  on  public  lands  are 
unnecessary  and  consume  resources 
that  could  be  used  elsewhere. 

not  addressed  in  the  RMP. 

Further,  the  RMP  is  silent  on  how 
human  systems  and  agricultural 
interests  will  be  protected  from  the 
natural  consequences  of  apex 
predators  propagating  from  public 
lands  within  the  RMP  planning  area. 

57. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

395 

40 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Because  it  is  important  that  we 

"Apex  predators"  have  resided 

Natural 

document  impacts  to  the  human 

in  the  LFO  planning  area 

Resource 

environment  associated  with  apex 

continuously  since  the  previous 

Coalition 

predators  it  is  essential  that  the 

Headwaters  and  Judith  RMPs 

populations  of  ungulates  and  other 

were  established  in  1984  and 

prey  wildlife  be  benchmarked  prior  to 
apex  predator  occupation  of  habitat 
within  the  LFO  RMP  planning  area. 

This  is  due  to  the  potential  for  the 
development  of  predator  sinks  from  a 
foreseeable  reduction  of  prey  species 
below  carrying  capacity  for  apex 
predator  populations  -  particularly  for 
wolves. 

1 994  respectively. 
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58. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

41 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

We  have  identified  that  the 
information  included  in  the  draft  RMP 
revision  and  draft  EIS  is  incomplete  in 
regard  to  the  apex  predators  Ursus 
arctos  and  Canis  lupus.  Both  species 
enjoy  holarctic  hemispheric  ranges 
throughout  the  majority  of  the 
Northern  Hemisphere.  Both  are 
classified  by  the  International  Union 
for  Conservation  of  Nature  and 

Natural  Resources  (IUCN)  as  species 
of  least  concern.  Canada's  Committee 
on  the  Status  of  Endangered  Wildlife 
in  Canada  (COSEWIC)  lists  the 
western  population  of  Ursus  arctos  as 
a  species  of  special  concern  with  a 
stable  20 1 2  population  of  26,000 
individuals  adjacent  to  a  stable 
population  in  Alaska  of  >30,000. 
COSEWIC  lists  Canis  lupus  as  a  "Not 
at  Risk"  species.  Because  it  is 
foreseeable  that  the  presence  each  of 
the  above  species  within  the  LFO 
planning  area  will  include  reasonably 
foreseeable  adverse  impacts  to  the 
human  environment,  and  because 
more  complete  information  on  each 
of  the  species  can  be  obtained  at  low 
overall  cost  from  IUCN  and 

COSEWIC,  we  request  that  BLM 
obtain  and  report  that  information  in 
the  public  record  (40  CFR  1502.22). 

The  BLM  is  a  signatory  to  the 
MOU  for  the  Northern 
Continental  Divide  Ecosystem 
Grizzly  Bear  Conservation 
Strategy.  Agencies  signing  the 
Conservation  Strategy  agree  to 
use  their  authority  to  maintain 
and  enhance  the  recovered 
status  of  grizzly  bear  by 
implementing  the  actions 
described  in  the  document  to 
ultimately  delist  grizzly  bears. 

The  information  (Appendix  K) 
has  been  removed  from  the 
document  but  is  cited  in  the 
document  and  still  available  to 
the  public  online.  BLM  relies  on 
the  Conservation  Strategy 
outlined  in  the  EIS  as  one  of  the 
goals  and  objectives.  Wolves  are 
a  BLM  sensitive  species. 

59. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

43 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Include  the  updated  conservation 
strategy  report  for  grizzly  in  final  LFO 
RMP. 

Appendix  K  in  the  RMP  DEIS  is 
the  most  recent  document  and 
is  signed  by  BLM. 
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60. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

45 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

BLMs  desire  to  protect  wild  bighorn 
sheep  from  disease  carried  by 
domestic  sheep  and  goats  is  indeed 
noble.  However,  the  proposed  policy 
must  be  balanced  and  reciprocated 
with  programs  for  other  domestic 
and  wild  species  and  the  human 
environment,  irrespective  if  disease(s) 
may  be  transmitted  from  domestic 
species  to  wildlife,  or  from  wildlife  to 
domestic  species.  Examples:  Bison  can 
transmit  Brucellosis  to  livestock  or 
elk.  Wolves  host  the  Echinococcus 
granulosus  tapeworm,  which  can  be 
transmitted  to  ungulates  and  other 
herbivore  wildlife,  domestic  livestock, 
pets,  and  even  humans.  Prairie  dog 
colonies  -  a  ferret  food  source  -  can 
carry  the  bacterium  Yersinia  pestis  or 
bubonic  plague,  both  of  which  can  be 
transmitted  to  humans. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

61. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

49 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

We  are  concerned  that  Volume  II, 
Appendix  E  is  titled  Special  Status 
Species  Confirmed  or  Likely  to 

Inhabit  the  Planning  Area.  The  phrase 
"likely  to  inhabit"  may  imply  that  BLM 
is  not  able  to  confirm  that  a  particular 
species  actually  occupies  what  may  be 
suitable  habitat,  but  that  BLM  intends 
to  manage  that  potentially  suitable 
habitat  as  if  the  species  does  indeed 
live  there.  Court  rulings  on 
endangered  species  cases  are 
decidedly  against  federal  agencies 
making  administrative  decisions  based 
upon  speculation  or  conjecture. 

Species  absence  is  difficult  to 
document,  especially  on  every 
parcel  of  BLM  managed  land. 
Management  considerations 
include  species  distribution  and 
habitat  quality  and  is  supported 
by  best  available  information  at 
the  project  level. 

62. 

Anonymous 

Anonymous 

Petroleum 

County 

Commissioners 

443 

3 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

2-40  Item  140  -  We  find  the 
reference  of  a  "historical  prairie  dog 
range"  disturbing  because  we  don't 
feel  there  is  true  evidence  of  their 
range  only  conjecture.  We  feel  prairie 
dog  numbers  should  be  limited 
because  the  destruction  they  cause  to 
rangeland  limiting  grazing  which 
affects  our  local  producers. 

No  reference  to  "historical 
prairie  dog  range"  in  line  140.  A 
range  of  management 
alternatives  for  prairie  dog  is 
considered  for  the  RMP. 
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63. 

Anonymous 

Anonymous 

Petroleum 

County 

Commissioners 

443 

6 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

Fish  and  Wildlife  (Item  1 07,  page  2- 
1 7)  We  would  prefer  if  this  was  to 
read  that  the  BLM  would  manage 
habitats  to  support  multi  use  to  the 
benefit  of  our  producers  in 
conjunction  with  the  various 
objectives  of  Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  & 
Parks  (MFWP).  Since  it  is  written  as 
though  priority  goes  to  the  objectives 
of  MFWP  we  would  select  Alternative 
A. 

Lines  277  -  289  reflect  livestock 
grazing  management  (which  is 
not  reduced  under  alternatives 

A,  C  or  D).  Line  107  does  not 
conflict  with  livestock 
management  as  written. 

64. 

Lisa 

Abbott 

445 

2 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

1  also  request  that  the  BLM  take  steps 
to  ensure  the  conservation  of 
identified  big  game  migration 
corridors  and  winter  range.  This 
should  include  not  only  conserving 
corridors  that  have  already  been 
mapped  and  analyzed  by  Montana 

Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks,  but  also 
ensuring  that  the  RMP  is  able  to 
conserve  migration  corridors  that  will 
be  mapped  in  the  future. 

SO  3362  identified  in  Chapters  1 
and  2.  New  information  can  be 
incorporated  as  it  becomes 
available. 

65. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

29 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

The  impacts  from  oil  and  gas 
development  are  now  well  known, 
and  therefore,  areas  of  high  ecological 
or  cultural  resource  density  should 
simply  not  be  available  for  leasing.  For 
example,  Clait  Braun,  a  leading 
researcher  on  sage  grouse  in  the 
west,  has  stressed  the  impacts  that  oil 
and  gas  development  can  have  on 
sage  grouse  populations:  Road 
building,  well  pad  construction,  and 
noise  disturbance  associated  with  oil 
and  gas  development  can  fragment 
effective  sage  grouse  habitat  and 
compromise  the  quality  of  seasonal 
use  areas.  In  addition,  by  creating 
more  linear  areas  and  smaller  habitat 
patches,  energy  development  can 
boost  predation  rates  on  sage  grouse. 
So,  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  major  oil 
and  gas  development  reduces  the 
area  useable  by  sage  grouse,  which 
often  leads  to  greater  isolation  of 
populations  and  a  reduced  ability  to 
handle  droughts,  severe  winters,  or 
other  natural  disturbances. 

Conservation  management 
objectives  outlined  in  the  20 1 5 
Record  of  Decision  and 
approved  resource  management 
plan  amendments  for  the  Rocky 
Mountain  region  are 
incorporated  into  the  RMP/EIS. 
Sage-Grouse  PHMA  is  NSO  for 
oil  and  gas.  Additional 
stipulations  for  fluid  mineral 
leasing  in  PHMA  and  GHMA  are 
contained  in  Appendix  L  and  are 
consistent  with  20 1 5  Sage 

Grouse  management  adopted 
across  Montana  /  Dakotas  BLM. 
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66. 

Chris 

King 

453 

4 

Fish  and  Wildlife 

How  do  you  quantify  "historical 
prairie  dog  range"?  Does  this  refer  to 
the  presence  of  prairie  dogs  twenty 
years  ago  or  two  hundred?  How  is 
this  documented? 

A  range  of  management 
alternatives  for  prairie  dog  is 
considered  for  the  RMP. 

Appendix  F  includes  a  design 
feature  for  the  protection  of 
prairie  dog  habitat  which 
prohibits  surface  disturbances 
within  a  0.25-mile  distance  from 
prairie  dog  colonies.  This 
distance  provides  for 
fluctuations  in  the  size  of  prairie 
dog  colonies  and  serves  as  a 
surrogate  for  the  maximum 
extent  of  areas  occupied  by 
prairie  dogs  at  any  time  during 
the  last  1 0  years. 

X.3.15  GIS  Data  and  Analysis 
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1. 

Tom 

Kotynski 

92 

1 

GIS  data  and  analysis 

Please,  whatever  you  do,  correct  the 
fluid  minerals  map  that  shows  a  parcel 
of  BLM  land  near  Swift  Reservoir  as 
open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  All  leasing 
on  the  Front  was  prohibited  by 
Congress  in  2006. 

The  figures  and  GIS  data 
calculations  have  been  updated 
to  identify  the  area  near  Swift 
Reservoir  as  closed  to  oil  and 
gas  leasing. 

2. 

Michael 

Stock 

131 

4 

GIS  data  and  analysis 

Protect  areas  along  the  Rocky 

Mountain  Front  as  required  by  the 

2006  Tax  Relief  and  Health  Care  Act, 
which  prevents  all  leasing  in  that  area. 

A  BLM  parcel  near  Swift  Reservoir  is 
open  to  leasing  in  this  draft  --  this 
error  should  be  corrected. 

The  figures  and  GIS  data 
calculations  have  been  updated 
to  identify  the  area  near  Swift 
Reservoir  as  closed  to  oil  and 
gas  leasing. 

3. 

Kathleen 

Hadley 

142 

5 

GIS  data  and  analysis 

The  2006  Tax  Relief  and  Health  Care 
Act  prevent  all  leasing  on  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Front  so  you  should  delete 
the  BLM  parcel  near  Swift  Reservoir 
on  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front  from 
being  opened  to  leasing. 

BLM  has  updated  the  GIS  for 
areas  withdrawn  under  the  Tax 
Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  Management  actions 
associated  with  the  parcel 
referenced  have  been  adjusted 
accordingly. 
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4. 

Jennifer 

Ferenstein 

The  Wilderness 
Society 

193 

2 

GIS  data  and  analysis 

Swift  Dam  area:  Based  upon  our 
reading  of  the  draft  RMP  and  through 
follow-up  correspondence  with  BLM 
personnel,  it  appears  that  a  small 
parcel  of  land  managed  by  the  BLM 
below  Swift  Dam  (on  the  Pondera 
County  line)  has  been  identified  as 
available  for  mineral  leasing.  We 
request  that  this  apparent  mapping 
error  be  remedied  and  the  area  be 
designated  as  closed  to  all  mineral 
and  fluid  leasing  in  the  Final  RMP  and 
EIS. 

BLM  has  updated  the  GIS  for 
areas  withdrawn  under  the  Tax 
Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  Management  actions 
associated  with  the  parcel 
referenced  have  been  adjusted 
accordingly. 

5. 

Alex 

Hasson 

236 

4 

GIS  data  and  analysis 

Correct  the  fluid  minerals  map  that 
shows  land  near  Swift  Reservoir  as 
open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  All  leasing 
on  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front  was 
prohibited  with  the  passage  of  the 

2006  Tax  Relief  and  Health  Care  Act. 
and  finally  you  should  recognize 
climate  change  as  a  scientific  fact,  fully 
analyze  the  impacts  climate  change  is 
having  on  natural  processes,  and 
meaningfully  account  for  climate 
change  in  decisions  about  future 
management. 

BLM  has  updated  the  GIS  for 
areas  withdrawn  under  the  Tax 
Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  Management  actions 
associated  with  the  parcel 
referenced  have  been  adjusted 
accordingly. 
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6. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

3 

GIS  data  and  analysis 

The  Tax  Relief  and  Health  Care  Act 
of  2006  placed  a  legislative  withdrawal 
of  new  oil  and  gas  leasing  along  the 

100  mile  long  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
to  the  south  of  Montana's  Glacier 
National  Park.  A  BLM  parcel  near 

Swift  Reservoir  on  the  Rocky 

Mountain  Front  is  open  to  4  leasing  in 
this  draft  therefore  violating  this  Act. 
The  Front  is  the  jewel  of  Montana, 
where  the  plains  and  the  mountains 
dramatically  meet  and  grizzly  bears 
still  wander  well  out  into  the  plains. 

This  area  is  also  home  to  Outstanding 
Natural  Areas  (ONAs)  such  as  Ear 
Mountain,  Blind  Horse  Chute 

Mountain,  Deep  Creek,  and  Battle 
Creek.  The  protections  for  these 
outlined  for  these  areas  seem  to  have 
been  scrapped  in  the  preferred 
alternative  version.  ONAs  are  areas 
with  high  scenic  values  that  have  been 
little  altered  by  human  impact. 

BLM  has  updated  the  GIS  for 
areas  withdrawn  under  the  Tax 
Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  Management  actions 
associated  with  the  parcel 
referenced  have  been  adjusted 
accordingly. 

7. 

David 

Murnion 

313 

1 

GIS  data  and  analysis 

A  parcel  of  BLM  near  Swift  Reservoir 
should  not  be  open  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing:  All  oil  and  gas  leasing  is 
prohibited  with  the  passage  of  the 

2006  Tax  Relief  and  Health  Care  Act. 

BLM  has  updated  the  GIS  for 
areas  withdrawn  under  the  Tax 
Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  Management  actions 
associated  with  the  parcel 
referenced  have  been  adjusted 
accordingly. 

8. 

Greg 

Scheeler 

326 

1 

GIS  data  and  analysis 

The  2006  Tax  Relief  and  Health  Care 
Act  prevent  all  leasing  on  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Front.  (BLM  parcel  near 

Swift  Reservoir  on  the  Rocky 

Mountain  Front  is  open  to  leasing  in 
this  draft) 

BLM  has  updated  the  GIS  for 
areas  withdrawn  under  the  Tax 
Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  Management  actions 
associated  with  the  parcel 
referenced  have  been  adjusted 
accordingly. 

9. 

Gene 

Sentz 

402 

3 

GIS  data  and  analysis 

Correct  the  fluid  minerals  map  that 
shows  a  parcel  of  BLM  near  Swift 
Reservoir  as  open  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing.  All  leasing  on  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Front  was  prohibited  with 
the  passage  of  the  2006  Tax  Relief 
and  Health  Care  Act  and  the  20 1 4 
Rocky  Mountain  Front  Heritage  Act. 

BLM  has  updated  the  GIS  for 
areas  withdrawn  under  the  Tax 
Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  Management  actions 
associated  with  the  parcel 
referenced  have  been  adjusted 
accordingly. 
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10. 

Caitlin 

Cromwell 

449 

1 

GIS  data  and  analysis 

Please  correct  the  fluid  minerals  map 
that  shows  land  near  Swift  Reservoir 
as  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  All 
leasing  on  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
was  prohibited  with  the  passage  of 
the  2006  Tax  Relief  and  Health  Care 
Act. 

BLM  has  updated  the  GIS  for 
areas  withdrawn  under  the  Tax 
Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  Management  actions 
associated  with  the  parcel 
referenced  have  been  adjusted 
accordingly. 

1  1. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

14 

GIS  data  and  analysis 

MWA  is  greatly  concerned  by 
possible  illegal  actions  depicted  or 
described  in  the  draft  RMP  by  the 
fluid  minerals  map  of  Alternative  C 
that  shows  a  parcel  near  Swift 

Reservoir  along  the  Front  as  open  to 
oil  and  gas  leasing.  All  leasing  on  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Front  was  prohibited 
with  the  passage  of  the  Tax  Relief  and 
Health  Care  Act  of  2006.  If  it  is 
indeed  the  intent  of  the  77  agency  to 
open  these  lands  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing,  it  will  be  doing  so  in  direct 
violation  of  federal  legislation.  If  the 
depiction  on  this  map  is  a  mapping 
error,  then  the  BLM  must 
immediately  rectify  the  error.  We  are 
concerned  that  Alternative  C  depicts 
allowing  motorized  use  -  OHV  and 
oversnow  travel  (ie  snowmobiles  or 
snow  machines)  on  BLM-administered 
lands  within  the  Rocky  Mountain 

Front  CMA  -  the  areas  Alternative  C 
proposes  to  eliminate  as  ACECs  and 
ONAs.  Such  recreation  is  prohibited 
by  federal  legislation,  prohibited  by 
past  administrative  management  of 
these  areas,  and  in  conflict  with  the 
habitat  values,  scenic  values,  and 
cultural  values  of  these  landscapes. 
MWA  requests  that  the  agency  clarify 
that  these  uses  are  not  allowed  in 
these  statutorily  protected  areas. 

BLM  has  updated  the  GIS  for 
areas  withdrawn  under  the  Tax 
Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  Management  actions 
associated  with  the  parcel 
referenced  have  been  adjusted 
accordingly. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-163 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources) 


X.3.16  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

1. 

Doug 

Krings 

Montana 
Chapter  Back 
Country 
Hunters 

45 

3 

Irreversible  and 
Irretrievable 

Commitment  of 
Resources 

Which  areas  should  be  open  to 
mineral  and  energy  development,  and 
how  should  the  BLM  manage  such 
development,  while  protecting  human 
health  and  natural  and  cultural 
resources?  MT  BHA  response: 

Allowing  mineral  and  energy 
development  on  9 1  %  of  the  area  does 
not  protect  human  health  nor  cultural 
resources.  We  believe  the 
"irretrievable  commitment"  (4-214)  of 
water  related  to  energy  development 
in  an  arid  area  will  adversely  affect 
human  health,  as  well  as  adversely 
impacting  springs  and  seeps  which  are 
both  critically  important  to  wildlife. 
These  wildlife  resources  are  culturally 
important  resources  to  Montanans. 

BLM  has  reviewed  stipulations 
for  consistency  across  the 
Montana/Dakotas  as  well  as 
input  from  EPA.  The  revised 
preferred  alternative  includes 
stipulations  for  water  resources 
that  will  provide  better 
protection. 
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2. 

Doug 

Krings 

Montana 
Chapter  Back 
Country 
Hunters 

45 

6 

Irreversible  and 
Irretrievable 

Commitment  of 
Resources 

Irreversible  Commitment  of 

Resources  "Depletion  of  surface 
water  from  watersheds  may  result  in 
an  irretrievable  commitment  of  water 
that  would  otherwise  have 
contributed  to  major  river  systems, 
including  the  Missouri  River. 

Produced  water  from  oil  and  gas 
wells  in  the  planning  area  may  be  an 
irretrievable  commitment  of 
groundwater,  depending  on  its  use, 
once  it  reaches  the  surface.  Increases 
in  sediment,  salinity,  and  nonpoint 
source  pollution  that  result  from 
surface  disturbing  activities  could 
result  in  degradation  of  water  quality 
and  a  Biological  and  Transportation 
and  Access  Stipulations  pages  (2-238 
thru  247).  MT  BHA  believes  that 
depletion  of  surface  and  ground 
waters  will  be  devastating  to  arid 
environments.  Given  the 
unpredictability  of  precipitation  with 
present  and  future  climate  change, 
any  decisions  related  to  this  plan 
should  be  framed  to  minimize  or 
avoid  any  depletion  of  surface  or 
ground  water.  In  addition,  irreversible 
commitment  of  resources  must 
acknowledge  that  fragmentation  of 
intact  portions  of  the  sagebrush- 
steppe  environments  is  an  irreversible 
commitment  along  with  associated 
environmental  impacts  of  such 
planned  actions. 

Change  made,  Section  4.7  of  the 
Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS  has 
been  updated  to  address  the 
irreversible  commitment  of 
fragmentation  of  the  sagebrush- 
steppe  environments. 

Additionally,  BLM  has  reviewed 
stipulations  for  consistency 
across  the  Montana/Dakotas  as 
well  as  input  from  EPA.  The 
revised  preferred  alternative 
includes  stipulations  for  water 
resources  that  will  provide 
better  protection. 

3. 

Randall 

Knowles 

68 

6 

Irreversible  and 
Irretrievable 

Commitment  of 
Resources 

Unconstrained  energy  development 
of  most  lands  covered  in  the  RMP 
under  Alternative  C  would  have 
irreversible  adverse  consequences  to 
both  the  ecological  integrity  of  these 
landscapes  and  the  public’s  use  of  the 
area. 

Mineral  and  energy  development 
resulting  in  a  commitment  to  the 
loss  of  irreversible  or 
irretrievable  resources  is 
discussed  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
under  Section  4.7. 
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4. 

Roger 

Furlong 

98 

4 

Irreversible  and 

Unconstrained  energy  development 

Irretrievable 

of  most  lands  covered  in  the  RMP 

Commitment  of 

under  Alternative  C  would  have 

Resources 

irreversible  adverse  consequences  to 
both  the  ecological  integrity  of  these 
landscapes  and  the  public's  use  of  the 

area. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 
1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 
CFR  1501(c). 
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1. 

Scott 

Laird 

Theodore 

Roosevelt 

Conservation 

Partnership 

333 

8 

Lands  and  Realty 

We  request  that  the  RMP  consider 
the  recent  DOI  Secretarial  Order 

3373  on  Evaluating  Public  Access  in 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  Public 

Land  Disposals  and  Exchanges.  This 
order  requires  that  public  access  be 
considered  a  public  value  criterion  for 
retention  when  parcels  evaluated  for 
disposal  or  exchange  have  public 
access,  whether  by  road,  water,  trail, 
easement,  or  right-of-way.  We 
encourage  the  BLM  to  also  consider 
helicopter  and  airplane  access  on 
potential  disposal  parcels  that  are 
larger  than  640  acres  in  size.  We  ask 
that  the  final  EIS  include  an  evaluation 
of  the  potential  impacts  to  public 
access  of  all  parcels  considered  for 
potential  disposal  or  exchange  that 
have  existing  public  access,  and  we 
request  that  the  BLM  only  select 
lands  for  Category  3  disposal,  where 

1)  there  is  no  existing  public  access, 
and  2)  the  benefits  of  disposal  clearly 
outweigh  the  loss  of  public  access. 

We  also  request  that  the  RMP 
consider  potential  access  acquisition 
opportunities  as  a  method  to 
compensate  for  any  losses  of  public 
access  that  could  be  seen  through 
land  disposal  or  exchange  decisions, 
as  required  by  the  Order. 

Secretarial  Order  3373  is 
identified  in  the  plan  under  the 
Alternatives  Comparison  table 
line  343  specifically  identifying 
access  as  an  important  criterion. 
(See  also  Appendix  R.)  Clarified 
language  in  Appendix  R  to  show 
Access  as  a  criteria  for 
acquisition  or  disposal. 

2. 

Ralph 

Corbett 

Petroleum 

County 

Conservation 

District 

375 

1 

Lands  and  Realty 

Lands  and  Realty  (4.3.5)  (Page  4-154) 
Alternative  C  -Land  Tenure  Having 
zero  acres  available  for  disposal 
except  isolated  forest  lands  is 
concerning  to  us  as  it  could  result  in  a 
net  loss  of  private  property  in  the 
county.  This  impacts  our  financial 
capabilities  to  maintain  the  services 
expected  by  our  constituents  and  we 
would  hope  that  small  isolated  parcels 
would  continue  to  be  identifi  ed  for 
disposal. 

Identified  disposal  parcels  does 
not  cause  a  reduction  or  net 
loss  of  private  property  in  the 
county.  See  land  adjustment 
criteria  in  Appendix  R. 
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3. 

Anonymous 

Anonymous 

Petroleum 

County 

Commissioners 

443 

1 

Lands  and  Realty 

Lands  and  Realty  (4.3.5)  (Page  4-154) 
Alternative  C  -  Land  Tenure  Having 
zero  acres  available  for  disposal 
except  isolated  forest  lands  is 
concerning  to  us  as  it  could  result  in  a 
net  loss  of  private  property  in  the 
county.  This  impacts  our  financial 
capabilities  to  maintain  the  services 
expected  by  our  taxpayers.  We 
would  hope  that  small  isolated  parcels 
would  continue  to  be  identified  for 
disposals. 

Identified  disposal  parcels  does 
not  cause  a  reduction  or  net 
loss  of  private  property  in  the 
county.  See  land  adjustment 
criteria  in  Appendix  R. 

4. 

Chris 

King 

453 

1 

Lands  and  Realty 

1  am  disappointed  that  small  isolated 
parcels  have  not  been  designated  as 
disposable.  Petroleum  County  has 
many  such  parcels,  some  as  small  as 
forty  acres.  The  BLM  cannot 
effectively  manage  these,  particularly 
when  there  is  no  legal  access.  Small 
parcels  without  access  should  be 
designated  as  disposable. 

Clarified  language  in  Appendix  R 
to  show  Access  as  a  criteria  for 
acquisition  or  disposal. 

X.3.18  Lands  with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
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1. 

Tom 

Kotynski 

92 

2 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

1  feel  strongly  that  lands  near  the  Big 
Snowies  Wilderness  Study  Area  (Big 
Snowies  Tac  on  B  units  1-4)  be 
managed  consistently  with  adjacent 
National  Forest  lands  and  for  their 
wilderness  characteristics  prohibiting 
oil  and  gas  leasing  and  other 
development  and  uses  that  threaten 
those  wilderness  values. 

CEQ  regulations  (40  CFR 

1 502. 1 )  require  that  the  BLM 
consider  reasonable  alternatives, 
which  would  avoid  or  minimize 
adverse  impacts  or  enhance  the 
quality  of  the  human 
environment.  In  the  analysis,  the 
BLM  considered  the  trade-offs 
of  managing  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  to 
maintain  those  characteristics 
versus  the  resource  use 
potential  and  other  values  of 
those  areas. 
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2. 

Hugo 

Turek 

Friends  of  the 
Missouri  Breaks 
National 
Monument 

140 

1 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

The  new  Alternative  C  would  not 
manage  any  land  to  protect 
wilderness  characteristics.  We 
propose  instead  that  the  more  than 
200,000  acres  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  identified 
by  BLM  in  2014,  including  those 
adjacent  to  the  Upper  Missouri  River 
Breaks  National  Monument,  be 
managed  to  protect  wilderness 
characteristics. 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  .04(c)(2)). 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]). 

Other  management 
prescriptions  are  being 
proposed  for  these  areas  in 

Section  2.7  of  Chapter  2. 
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3. 

Bill 

Cunningham 

175 

3 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

LWCs  include  Armelfs  Creek,  Big 
Snowies  Tac  On  units  1-4,  Blood 

Creek,  Blind  Horse  Creek,  Chain 

Buttes,  Ear  Mountain,  Dog  Creek 

South,  Chimney  Bend  and  many 
others.  Each  contains  irreplaceable 
wild  features  as  part  of  our  nation's 
natural  heritage  and  legacy.  All  of 
these  LWCs,  whether  in  WSA  status 
or  not,  should  be  closed  to  all 
motorized  and  mechanized  travel  to 
help  safeguard  their  wild  character.  If 
Congress  were  to  release  any  of  the 
WSAs  the  RMP  should  provide  a 
backup  protection  designation.  For 
example,  the  Sun  River  and  Beaver 
Meadows  WSAs  along  the  Front 
provide  crucial  lower  elevation 
habitat  for  grizzlies  and  bighorn  sheep 
but  neither  has  an  underlying 
management  plan  for  protection  in 
the  event  of  congressional  release. 

Actions,  goals  and  objectives 
that  describe  proposed 
management  for  units  containing 
wilderness  characteristics  are 
described  in  Section  2.7  and 
Appendix  Q. 

Even  if  released  from  WSA 
status,  the  Beaver  Meadows  and 
North  Fork  of  the  Sun  River  will 
remain  withdrawn  from  all 
mineral  entry  under  the  Tax 

Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  These  areas  would  be 
managed  as  VRM  1  and  ROW 
exclusion  (including  wind). 
Management  actions  has  also 
been  clarified  for  management  of 
Square  Butte. 
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4. 

Bill 

Cunningham 

175 

4 

Lands  with  Wilderness 

Characteristics 


I  want  to  make  special  mention  of  the 
wild  unbroken  character  of  the  vast 
Chain  Buttes,  Horse  Camp  Creek, 
and  Dovetail  Creek  complex.  As  one 
who  has  enjoyed  several  wonderful 
hunting  seasons  pursuing  antelope, 
deer  and  elk  there  I  can  attest  that  it 
contains  some  of  the  most  productive 
big  game  habitat  to  be  found 
anywhere.  A  thriving  outdoor 
industry  in  the  region  is  one  of  the 
beneficial  outcomes  that  can  only  be 
sustained  by  protecting  its  wild 
character. 


BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 
Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 
6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes’’  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  .04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (I)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 
Manual  6320.06[A]). 


Actions,  goals  and  objectives 
that  describe  proposed 
management  for  units  containing 
wilderness  characteristics  are 
described  in  Section  2.7  and 
Appendix  Q. _ 
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5. 

Nancy 

Ostlie 

Great  Old 
Broads  for 
Wilderness, 
Bozeman 
Broadband 

185 

2 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

In  another  case,  the  preferred 
alternative  lists  as  a  "Goal:  Manage 
lands  with  wilderness  characteristics 
to  emphasize  other  multiple  uses  as  a 
priority  over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics."  This  goal  would 
violate  federal  and  state  laws  to 
prioritize  other  multiple  uses  over 
protection  of  wilderness  character  on 
our  public  lands. 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  -04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]). 

Actions,  goals  and  objectives 
that  describe  proposed 
management  for  units  containing 
wilderness  characteristics  are 
described  in  Section  2.7  and 
Appendix  Q. 
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6. 

LAUREL 

WILLIAMS 

The  Pew 
Charitable 

T  rusts 

212 

1 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

Through  this  planning  process,  BLM 
should  recognize  the  wide  range  of 
values  associated  with  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  the 
Lewistown  field  office  and  select  an 
alternative  that  protects  these  values 
in  a  balanced  way:  1)  Recreation  - 
FLPMA  identifies  "outdoor 
recreation"  as  a  valuable  resource  to 
be  inventoried  and  managed  by  BLM. 
Lands  with  wilderness  characteristics 
provide  opportunities  for  primitive 
and  unconfined  recreation,  such  as 
backcountry  hunting,  fishing,  hiking, 
camping,  and  wildlife  viewing.  The 
recreation  opportunities  provided  by 
wilderness  quality  lands  also  yield 
direct  economic  benefits  to  local 
communities.  According  to  a  2014 
study  prepared  by  ECONorthwest 
for  the  Pew  Charitable  Trusts,  there 
were  more  than  60  million 
recreational  visits  to  BLM  lands 
across  the  west,  nearly  two-thirds  of 
which  were  by  people  enjoying  quiet 
(nonmotorized)  recreation  activities, 
like  hunting,  hiking,  and  fishing.  These 
visitors  spent  some  $1.8  billion  in 
communities  within  50  miles  of 
recreation  areas,  supported  nearly 
25,000  jobs,  and  generated  $2.8 
billion  for  the  overall  U.S.  economy. 

In  Montana  alone,  that  same  year 
there  were  2.9  million  visits  to  the 
state's  8  million  acres  of  BLM  lands  to 
enjoy  nonmotorized  outdoor 
activities  which  infused  $141  million 
dollars  into  local  communities.4 
Primitive  recreation  experiences 
across  the  planning  area  will  be 
severely  impacted  if  the  naturalness  of 
these  lands  is  not  preserved.  4 
https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/researc 
h-and-analysis/articles/20 1 6/03/3  1  /the- 
economic-value-of-quiet-recreation- 
on-blm-lands 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  -04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]). 

Actions,  goals  and  objectives 
that  describe  proposed 
management  for  units  containing 
wilderness  characteristics  are 
described  in  Section  2.7  and 
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Appendix  Q.  Economic  and 
social  values  of  these  areas  are 
addressed  in  the  RMP/EIS. 

7. 

LAUREL 

WILLIAMS 

The  Pew 
Charitable 

T  rusts 

212 

4 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

Balanced  Use  -  The  vast  majority  of 

BLM  lands  across  the  West  are  open 
to  motorized  use  and  development. 
FLPMA  recognizes  that  "multiple  use" 
of  the  public  lands  requires  "a 
combination  of  balanced  and  diverse 
resource  uses"  that  includes 
recreation,  watershed,  wildlife,  fish, 
and  natural  scenic  and  historical 
values. 6  FLPMA  also  requires  BLM  to 
prepare  land  use  plans  that  may  limit 
certain  uses  in  some  areas. 7  Many 
other  multiple  uses  of  public  lands  are 
compatible  with  the  protection  of 
wilderness  characteristics  -  in  fact, 
many  are  enhanced  if  not  dependent 
on  protection  of  wilderness  qualities 
such  as  primitive  recreation  and 
wildlife  habitat.  Protection  of 
wilderness  characteristics  will  benefit 
many  of  the  other  multiple  uses  of 

BLM  lands.  6  43  U.S.C.  §  1 702(c)  7  43 
U.S.C.  §  1712  Recommendation:  BLM 
needs  to  provide  more  balance  in  the 
final  RMP.  Key  lands  need  to  be 
managed  to  protect  wilderness 
characteristics  specifically  the  LWC 
units  that  reside  within  Montana's 
Hunting  District  4 1 0  adjacent  to  the 
Upper  Missouri  River  Breaks  National 
Monument  and  the  Charles  M  Russell 
National  Wildlife  Refuge:  Crooked 
Creek,  Blood  Creek,  Drag  Creek, 

Dunn  Ridge,  Chain  Buttes,  Spear 
Coulee,  Biggett,  Cat  Creek,  Dovetail, 
Horse  Camp,  Cottonwood  and 
Thompson  Coulee. 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  -04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]). 

Actions,  goals  and  objectives 
that  describe  proposed 
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management  for  units  containing 
wilderness  characteristics  are 
described  in  Section  2.7  and 
Appendix  Q. 

8. 

Alex 

Hasson 

236 

3 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

Manage  wild  areas  near  the  Big 

Snowies  Wilderness  Study  Area  (Big 
Snowies  Tac  On  B  units  1-4) 
consistent  with  the  adjacent  National 
Forest  lands  and  for  their  wilderness 
characteristics,  prohibiting  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  other  development  and 
uses  that  threaten  those  wilderness 
values. 

CEQ  regulations  (40  CFR 

1 502. 1 )  require  that  the  BLM 
consider  reasonable  alternatives, 
which  would  avoid  or  minimize 
adverse  impacts  or  enhance  the 
quality  of  the  human 
environment.  In  the  analysis,  the 
BLM  considered  the  trade-offs 
of  managing  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  to 
maintain  those  characteristics 
versus  the  resource  use 
potential  and  other  values  of 
those  areas. 

9. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

1 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

While  these  lands  in  and  of 
themselves  are  valuable,  the  analysis 
fails  to  discuss  the  landscape  in  which 
they  are  located  and  their  connection 
to  other  public  and  private  lands  also 
with  high  wildland  and  wildlife  values. 
That  includes  the  C.M.  Russell 

National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Upper 
Missouri  River  National  Monument 
and  Big  Snowy  Wilderness  Study 

Area.  This  failure  amounts  to  an 
abrogation  of  the  BLM's  NEPA  duty 
to  analyze  the  direct,  indirect,  and 
cumulative  impacts  of  its  possible 
decisions. 

Context  of  these  lands  are 
discussed  in  Chapter  3  and  the 
revised  Area  Profile,  available  on 
ePIanning.  The  Summary  of 
Lewistown  Field  Office 
wilderness  characteristics 
(Appendix  M)  discusses  these 
areas  in  detail. 
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10. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

2 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

1  recommend  that  BLM  manage  LWC 
units  using  two  categories:  high 
quality  LWC  meriting  the  strongest 
levels  of  protection;  and  additional 
LWCs  managed  to  protect  wilderness 
characteristics  while  providing  for 
other  multiple  uses.  Both  categories 
should  include  management  direction 
to  consider  impacts  to  wilderness 
characteristics  in  implementation- 
level  decisions  and  avoid,  minimize  or 
mitigate  those  impacts  to  the  extent 
possible.  This  tiered  LWC 
management  can  be  used  in 
conjunction  with  ERMA  or  BCA 
designations  where  possible. 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  -04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]). 

Impacts  to  wilderness 
characteristics  are  discussed  in 
Chapter  4  and  further  under 
Nature  and  Type  of  Effects  and 
Analysis  Assumptions  in 

Appendix  W. 
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1  1. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

3 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

1  suggest  managing  the  following  LWC 
units  specifically  and  expressly  for 
their  wilderness  characteristics:  Units 
along  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front, 
contiguous  or  adjacent  to  the 
Conservation  Management  Area 
designated  by  the  Rocky  Mountain 

Front  Heritage  Act,  which  are  also 
ACECs  and  ONAs,  should  be 
managed  as  the  highest  quality  LWC 
units  to  protect  the  very  qualities  for 
which  the  areas  were  designated  as 
ACECs:  their  wildlife  habitat,  scenic 
values,  roadless  values,  and 
outstanding  opportunities  for 
primitive  and  unconfined  recreation. 
Blind  Horse  Deep  Creek/Battle 

Creek  Ear  Mountain  Units  contiguous 
to  and  overlapping  with  the 

UMRBNM  must  be  managed  for  their 
wilderness  characteristics  specifically 
because  such  management 
appropriately  aligns  with  the  required 
management  of  the  portions  of  the 
units  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
Monument  and  best  protects  the 
outstanding  wilderness  values  of  these 
units.  The  Monuments  proclamation 
describes  it  as  "remote  and  nearly 
undeveloped  as  it  was  in  1 805"  and 
containing  a  "spectacular  array  of 
biological,  geological,  and  historical 
objects  of  interest."  All  of  these  units 
are  entirely  congruent  with  sections 
within  the  Monument:  Dog  Creek 

South  Chimney  Bend  Armells  Creek 
Fargo  Coulee  Units  contiguous  to  the 
CMR  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  which 
contains  the  UL  Bend  Wilderness, 
must  be  managed  as  Tier  1  LWC  units 
because  of  their  immediate  proximity 
to  the  wildlife  refuge.  These  units 
make  up  a  broad  stretch  of  wild  land 
nested  into  the  southwest  crook  of 
the  Refuge.  These  areas  are  wild 
because  of  their  proximity  to  the 
Refuge,  their  rugged  terrain,  and 
because  they  are  extremely  dificult  to 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  -04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]). 

Actions,  goals  and  objectives 
that  describe  proposed 
management  for  units  containing 
wilderness  characteristics  are 
described  in  Section  2.7  and 
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access  via  vehicle:  existing  roads  and 
routes  (including  ROWs  for  private 
inholdings)  are  often  rough,  even  in 
high  clearance  vehicles,  and  the 
gumbo  clay  is  entirely  impassable  with 
even  slightly  inclement  weather,  and 
are  prone  to  wash  outs.  All  these 
areas  are  also  part  of  Hunting  District 

4 1 0,  a  nationally  sought-after  elk  and 
mule  deer  hunting  district.  These 
areas  are  also  part  of  wider 
landscapes  managed  by  BLM,  the  state 
of  Montana,  and  private  landowners 
to  reduce  motorized  intrusion  and 
maintain  outstanding  backcountry 
hunting  opportunities:  Carter  Coulee 
Carol  Coulee  Ft.  Musselshell  Tac-ons 

A  and  B  Horse  Camp  Trail  Chain 

Buttes  West  Crooked  Creek  Spear 
Coulee  Like  the  above  units,  areas 
that  are  immediately  downstream 
from  the  CMR  and  adjacent  to  the 
Musselshell  River  must  be  managed  as 
Tier  1  LWC  units.  These  areas  are 
indistinguishable  from  the  Refuge  in 
terms  of  wilderness  and  habitat 
values,  and  provide  the  same  wildlife 
benefits  as  upstream  BLM  units. 

These  areas  are  also  within  Hunting 
District  410,  and  are  partially  within  a 
Block  Management  Area  as  well: 
Dovetail  Dunn  Ridge  Biggett  BLM- 
administered  lands  that  are 
contiguous  to  the  Big  Snowies  WSA 
(administered  by  the  Helena-Lewis 
and  Clark  National  Forest)  need  to 
be  managed  as  the  highest  class  of 

LWC  units  precisely  because  of  their 
connection  to  the  WSA.  The  Big 
Snowies  are  federally  mandated  to  be 
managed  to  protect  their  wilderness 
character,  and  these  small  tack  on 
units  are  completely  congruent  with 
that  wider  landscape.  These  smaller 
units  should  be  managed  in  concert 
with  the  larger  WSA  that  they  share 
boundaries  with  to  provide 
consistency  in  the  area  of  the 

Appendix  Q. 

X-178 


Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Lands  with  Wilderness  Characteristics) 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

Snowies:  Big  Snowies  Tack-on  Bl  Big 
Snowies  Tack-on  B2  Big  Snowies 
Tack-on  B3  Big  Snowies  Tack-on  B4 
The  above  units  should  be  managed 
using  the  following  mandates,  as  these 
are  the  best  management 
prescriptions  to  protect  the 
naturalness,  opportunities  for 
solitude,  and  opportunities  for 
primitive  recreation  that  these 
outstanding  units  possess:  VRM  1 

Closed  entirely  to  oil  and  gas  leasing 
Closed  to  renewable  energy 
development  Closed  to  new  rights-of- 
way  (ROW  exclusion)  Closed  to 
motorized  and  mechanized  use 
Construction  of  new  permanent  and 
temporary  roads  is  prohibited  Road 
maintenance  and  reconstruction  is 
prohibited  Closed  to  new  or 
expanded  range  improvements, 
structural  and  nonstructural 
Construction  of  new  non-range 
related  structures  and  facilities  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  the  long-term 
preservation  of  wilderness 
characteristics  Close  to  mineral 
material  disposal  and  non-energy  solid 
leasable  mineral  exploration  and 
development  Recommend  withdrawal 
from  locatable  mineral  entry  Closed 
to  commercial  timber  harvest 
Vegetation  treatments  must  utilize 
the  minimum  tool  necessary  Seek 
opportunities  to  acquire  and 
incorporate  non-federal  inholdings 
Retain  lands  in  federal  ownership 

Close  area  to  military  training 
activities 
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12. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

4 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

There  are  also  several  key 
inventoried  LWCs  that  should  be 
managed  to  protect  wilderness 
characteristics,  while  allowing  for 
other  multiple  uses.  The  important 
wilderness  values  can  be  protected 
with  thoughtful  management  that  also 
allows  slightly  broader  management 
options  than  the  Tier  1  LWC  units 
described  above.  Additionally,  with 
increased  opportunities  for 
mechanized  and  motorized  access  in 
these  Tier  2  units,  these  areas 
themselves  are  accessible,  and  their 
placement  adjacent  to  Tier  1  units 
allows  for  access  to  those  important 
wild  areas  as  well.  Little  Crooked 

Creek  Drag  Creek  Blood  Creek 
Cottonwood  These  units  should  be 
managed  using  the  following  criteria: 
VRM  II  NSO  stipulation  for  luid 
minerals  without  exception, 
modification,  or  waiver  Closed  to 
renewable  energy  development 

Closed  to  new  rights-of-way  (ROW 
exclusion)  outside  of  designated 
utility  corridors  ROW  exclusion  for 
renewable  energy  facilities  Motorized 
and  mechanized  use  limited  to 
designated  routes,  with  the  limited 
seasonal  exception  of  game  carts  to 
retrieve  game  Construction  of  new 
permanent  and  temporary  roads  is 
prohibited  Maintenance  of  roads  and 
wash  outs  only  so  as  to  not  impair 
the  wilderness  character  of  the  units 
Construction  of  new  range 
improvements  projects  to  support 
land  health  objective  only  if  it  can  be 
shown  that  they  would  maintain  or 
improve,  and  not  degrade,  wilderness 
characteristics  over  the  long  term. 
Allow  maintenance  of  existing  range 
improvements  or  structures  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  the  long-term 
preservation  of  wilderness 
characteristics  Construction  of  new 
non-range  related  structures  and 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  -04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]). 

Actions,  goals  and  objectives 
that  describe  proposed 
management  for  units  containing 
wilderness  characteristics  are 
described  in  Section  2.7  and 
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facilities  in  a  manner  consistent  with 
the  long-term  preservation  of 
wilderness  characteristics  Close  to 
mineral  material  disposal  and  non¬ 
energy  solid  leasable  mineral 
exploration  and  development 
Recommend  withdrawal  from 
locatable  mineral  entry  Closed  to 
commercial  timber  harvest 
Vegetation  treatments  must  not  have 
long-term  impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics  Allow  vegetation 
treatments  using  fire  and  mechanical 
techniques  in  a  manner  that  will 
improve,  or  at  least  not  degrade, 
wilderness  characteristics  over  the 
long  term,  while  protecting  the 
wildland-urban  interface  Seek 
opportunities  to  acquire  and 
incorporate  non-federal  inholdings 
Retain  lands  in  federal  ownership 
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13. 

Danielle 

Murray 

Conservation 

Lands 

Foundation 

307 

4 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

In  2016,  the  BLM  Field  office  issued 
an  LWC  inventory  report  and 
identified  almost  33%  of  the  planning 
area  as  having  wilderness 
characteristics.  While  BLM  offers  no 
additional  analysis  or  updates  to  this 
report,  the  preferred  alternative  does 
not  manage  a  single  acre  to  protect 
these  wilderness  qualities.  BLM  must 
reassess  this  decision  to  meet  their 
legal  and  statutory  requirements  as 
stewards  of  our  public  lands. 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  -04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]). 
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14. 

Alex 

Hasson 

315 

1 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

It  should  be  noted  that  several 
priority  LWC  units  are  within  the 
Crooked  Creek  Backcountry 
Management  Area,  and  it  is  unclear 
which  management  prescriptions  take 
priority  in  these  overlapping  areas 
because  the  RMP  lacks  clear 
standards  and  direction  for  BCA 
management. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCA  Management. 

15. 

Zach 

Angstead 

328 

1 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

1  recommend  that  BLM  manage  LWC 
units  using  two  categories:  high 
quality  LWC  meriting  the  strongest 
levels  of  protection;  and  additional 
LWCs  managed  to  protect  wilderness 
characteristics  while  providing  for 
other  multiple  uses.  Both  categories 
should  include  management  direction 
to  consider  impacts  to  wilderness 
characteristics  in  implementation- 
level  decisions  and  avoid,  minimize  or 
mitigate  those  impacts  to  the  extent 
possible.  This  tiered  LWC 
management  can  be  used  in 
conjunction  with  ERMA  or  BCA 
designations  where  possible. 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  .04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
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characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]). 

Impacts  to  wilderness 
characteristics  are  discussed  in 
Chapter  4  and  further  under 
Nature  and  Type  of  Effects  and 
Analysis  Assumptions  in 

Appendix  W. 

16. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

15 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

The  plan  should  prohibit  all 
motorized  and  mechanized  uses,  and 
any  other  activities  not  consistent 
with  Wilderness  protection,  in  WSAs 
and  roadless  areas  so  as  to  preserve 
their  wilderness  qualities  until 

Congress  acts  on  the  wilderness 
recommendations.  The  process  used 
to  evaluate  roadless  lands  for 
potential  wilderness  recommendation 
is  of  concern.  Objective  criteria  were 
not  used.  The  BLM  fails  to  consider 
and  implement  best  available  science. 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  .04(c)(2)). 

Actions,  goals  and  objectives 
that  describe  proposed 
management  for  units  containing 
wilderness  characteristics  are 
described  in  Section  2.7  and 
Appendix  Q. 
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17. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 

337 

16 

Lands  with  Wilderness 

The  RMP  must  include  a  Standard 

BLM  policy  concerning 

The  Wild 

Characteristics 

requiring  roadless  area  boundaries  be 

considerations  of  lands  with 

Rockies 

re-evaluated  and  updated  during  site- 

wilderness  characteristics  in  a 

specific  project  NEPA  analyses, 

Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

utilizing  standard  procedures,  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 

order  to  39  evaluate  unroaded  areas 

with  Wilderness  Characteristics 

contiguous  with  Inventoried  Roadless 

in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 

Areas,  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  or 

Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

designated  Wilderness  for  their 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 

Wilderness  character  and  eligibility 

ensure  that  “wilderness 

for  Wilderness  designation.  This 

characteristics  inventories  are 

would  be  consistent  with  Region  One 

considered  and  that,  as 

policy  concerning  the  "Roadless 

warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 

Expanse"  in  Forest  Service  Region  1 

characteristics  are  protected  in 

document  "Our  Approach  to 

a  manner  consistent  with  this 

Roadless  Area  Analysis  of  Unroaded 

manual  in  BLM  planning 

Lands  Contiguous  to  Roadless  Areas" 

processes”  (Manual  6320  at 

(12/2/10).  That  document  is  based  on 

Section  -04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 

judicial  history  regarding  the  Roadless 

6320  directs  the  BLM  to 

Area  Conservation  Rule.  It  states  that 

“...examine  options  for 

"projects  on  lands  contiguous  to 

managing  [lands  with  wilderness 

roadless  areas  must  analyze  the 

characteristics]  and  determine 

environmental  consequences, 

the  most  appropriate  land  use 

including  irreversible  and  irretrievable 

allocations  for  them. 

commitment  of  resources  on  roadless 

Considering  wilderness 

area  attributes,  and  the  effects  for 

characteristics  in  the  land  use 

potential  designation  as  wilderness 

planning  process  may  result  in 

under  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1 964. 

several  outcomes,  including,  but 

This  analysis  must  consider  the  effects 

not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 

to  the  entire  roadless  expanse;  that  is 

other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 

both  the  roadless  area  and  the 

over  protecting  wilderness 

unroaded  lands  contiguous  to  the 

characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 

roadless  area."  (Emphasis  added.) 

other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]). 
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18. 

Summer 

Nelson 

Sierra  Club 

351 

3 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

The  BLM  preferred  alternative  does 
not  appropriately  manage  the 
previously  identified  "Lands  with 
Wilderness  Characteristics"  in  the 
plan  area.  The  Lewistown  Field  Office 
planning  area  includes  some  200,000 
acres  of  land  previously  identified  by 
the  BLM  as  "Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics"  (LWCs).  The 
preferred  alternative  does  not 
recommend  managing  any  of  this  land 
according  to  LWC  guidelines.  This  is 
a  contradiction  to  long-established 

BLM  land  management  practice,  and 
ignores  the  crucial  environmental 
importance  of  these  areas,  which 
contain  some  of  the  largest  extent 
areas  of  natural  prairie  grassland  in 
the  United  States.  Intrusive  use  of 
these  sensitive  lands  would  be 
immensely  damaging  to  some  of  the 
nation's  most  pristine  remaining 
prairie  ecosystems. 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  -04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]). 

Actions,  goals  and  objectives 
that  describe  proposed 
management  for  units  containing 
wilderness  characteristics  are 
described  in  Section  2.7  and 
Appendix  Q. 
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19. 

Scott 

Bischke 

354 

4 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

(5)  Manage  the  wild  areas  adjacent  to 
the  Upper  Missouri  River  Breaks 
National  Monument  for  their 
wilderness  character  (Dog  Creek 

South,  Chimney  Bend,  ArmeH's 

Creek,  and  Fargo  Coulee),  and 
prohibit  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  other 
development  and  uses  that  threaten 
those  wilderness  values  (6)  Manage 
wild  areas  near  the  Big  Snowies 
Wilderness  Study  Area  (Big  Snowies 

Tac  On  B  units  1-4)  consistent  with 
the  adjacent  National  Forest  lands 
and  for  their  wilderness 
characteristics,  prohibiting  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  other  development  and 
uses  that  threaten  those  wilderness 
values. 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  -04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]).  Actions, 
goals  and  objectives  that 
describe  proposed  management 
for  units  containing  wilderness 
characteristics  are  described  in 
Section  2.7  and  Appendix  Q. 
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20. 

Christian 

Appel 

444 

1 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

If  the  BLM  goes  forward  with  their 
current  preferred  plan  in  the 

Lewistown  area,  over  200,000  acres 
of  land  with  wilderness  characteristics 
will  be  opened  to  unnecessary 
development.  Habitat  for  big  game 
and  other  wildlife,  which  support 
world-class  hunting  and  are  the 
backbone  of  the  economy  for  many 
towns  in  central  Montana,  will  be 
altered  forever. 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  -04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]).  Actions, 
goals  and  objectives  that 
describe  proposed  management 
for  units  containing  wilderness 
characteristics  are  described  in 
Section  2.7  and  Appendix  Q. 
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21. 

Margaret 

MacDonald 

Montana  State 
Senator 

446 

4 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

The  heart  of  this  planning  area  is  the 
rough  and  wild  river  breaks  and 
grasslands  along  the  Missouri  and 
Musselshell  Rivers  in  the  northeast 
part  of  the  planning  area.  These  areas 
are  the  backbone  of  the  $4  million  elk 
hunting  industry  in  these  counties,  an 
important  economic  sector  in  these 
counties.  The  wildlife  habitat  here  is 
truly  some  of  the  best  in  the  Lower 

48,  and  provides  outstanding 
opportunities  for  people  to  escape 
the  hustle  and  bustle  of  modern 
society  into  the  land  Charlie  M. 

Russell  loved  and  memorialized  in 
paintings  over  1 00  years  ago.  The 
nearly  200,000  acres  of  identified 
units  of  wilderness  character  here  are 
best  managed  for  those 
characteristics,  not  open  to 
unfettered  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  the 
potential  of  complete  destruction  by 
exploration. 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  -04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]).  Actions, 
goals  and  objectives  that 
describe  proposed  management 
for  units  containing  wilderness 
characteristics  are  described  in 
Section  2.7  and  Appendix  Q. 
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Lewistown  Proposed  Resource 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Lands  with  Wilderness  Characteristics) 


Lands  with  Wilderness  FLPMA  directs  BLM  to  inventory  for  BLM  policy  concerning 

Characteristics  the  many  values  of  the  public  lands  considerations  of  lands  with 

and  consider  ways  to  protect  them  in  wilderness  characteristics  in  a 

the  RMP  (i.e.,  not  all  uses  are  Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

appropriate  in  all  places).  Protecting  Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
all  of  the  40  inventoried  and  identified  with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
LWC  units  in  the  Lewistown  FO  is  in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
appropriate  to  achieve  BLM's  multiple  Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 
use  and  sustained  yield  mandates.  6320  requires  the  BLM  to 

Managing  wild  lands  for  wildlife  ensure  that  “wilderness 

habitat  and  opportunities  for  solitude  characteristics  inventories  are 
and  primitive  recreation  are  of  the  considered  and  that,  as 
utmost  importance  to  MWA  and  our  warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
members.  These  areas  are  so  characteristics  are  protected  in 

important,  in  fact,  that  over  600  a  manner  consistent  with  this 

individuals  signed  a  letter  delivered  to  manual  in  BLM  planning 
BLM  in  the  early  fall  of  2018,  processes’’  (Manual  6320  at 

demanding  these  areas  be  protected  Section  .04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
in  the  RMP.  MWA  is  deeply  6320  directs  the  BLM  to 

disappointed  to  see  those  requests  “...examine  options  for 
ignored  in  this  RMP.  The  letter  and  managing  [lands  with  wilderness 

signatories  are  attached  to  this  letter  characteristics]  and  determine 

as  a  reminder  to  BLM  of  their  the  most  appropriate  land  use 

obligations  to  heed  public  input  in  allocations  for  them, 

public  land  planning  and  to  the  Considering  wilderness 

incredible  wild  resources  this  FO  is  characteristics  in  the  land  use 

tasked  with  protecting.  planning  process  may  result  in 

several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (I)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses’’  (BLM 
Manual  6320.06[A]).  Actions, 
goals  and  objectives  that 
describe  proposed  management 
for  units  containing  wilderness 
characteristics  are  described  in 
Section  2.7  and  Appendix  Q. 
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X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Lands  with  Wilderness  Characteristics) 


Lands  with  Wilderness  a.  The  RMP  does  not  comply  with  BLM  policy  concerning 

Characteristics  NEPA  because  it  fails  to  adequately  considerations  of  lands  with 

analyze  the  direct,  indirect,  and  wilderness  characteristics  in  a 

cumulative  impacts  of  the  alternatives  Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 
on  LWCs.  The  FO  specifically  Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 

identified  nearly  one  third  of  the  total  with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
surface  area  of  the  planning  area  as  in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
having  wilderness  characteristics.  Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

While  that  sounds  like  a  lot  of  land,  6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
202,000  acres  is  a  scant  .2%  of  ensure  that  “wilderness 

Montana's  entire  landbase.  This  .2%,  characteristics  inventories  are 
though,  encapsulates  some  of  the  last  considered  and  that,  as 
remaining  intact  grasslands  in  North  warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
America  and  truly  stunning  river  characteristics  are  protected  in 

breaks,  immediately  adjacent  to  a  manner  consistent  with  this 

protected  areas  like  the  UMRBNM,  manual  in  BLM  planning 

Wilderness  Study  Areas,  the  CMR  processes’’  (Manual  6320  at 
Wildlife  Refuge,  and  the  transitional  Section  .04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
zone  of  the  stunning  Rocky  Mountain  6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
Front,  protected  by  federal  legislation  “...examine  options  for 
as  a  Conservation  Management  Area  managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
(CMA).  These  lands  managed  by  the  characteristics]  and  determine 
Lewistown  FO  are  not  isolated  or  the  most  appropriate  land  use 
disconnected:  they  are  inextricably  allocations  for  them, 
linked  to  larger,  protected,  and  Considering  wilderness 

profoundly  wild  public  landscapes.  characteristics  in  the  land  use 

Failing  to  protect  these  areas  under  planning  process  may  result  in 

the  FO's  purview  threatens  the  several  outcomes,  including,  but 

integrity  of  the  whole  of  central  not  limited  to:  ( I )  emphasizing 

Montana's  wild  public  lands.  The  six  other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 

page  analysis  offered  for  these  over  protecting  wilderness 

incredible  areas  fails  entirely  to  characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 

discuss  these  areas  in  this  context,  a  other  multiple  uses  while 
failure  that  amounts  to  an  abrogation  applying  management 
of  the  BLM's  NEPA  duty  to  analyze  restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 

the  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative  mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 

impacts  of  its  possible  decisions.  The  impacts  on  wilderness 
offered  analysis  does  not  discuss  the  characteristics;  (3)  the 
impacts  of  the  FO's  decisions  on  protection  of  wilderness 

these  LWC  units  on  the  surrounding  characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
protected  lands.  The  analysis  fails  to  other  multiple  uses’’  (BLM 
discuss  how  managing  or  not  Manual  6320.06[A]). 

managing  units  like  Armells  Creek  Direct,  indirect  and  cumulative 

and  Dog  Creek  South  for  their  wild  impacts  on  other  resources  is 
character  will  impact  the  UMRBNM,  included  in  Chapter  4.  The 
as  those  units  are  partially  contained  Analysis  Assumptions  and 

in  the  Monument.  Likewise,  the  RMP  Cumulative  Effects  Scenario  is 

fails  to  discuss  how  its  management  found  in  Appendix  W. 
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decisions  for  units  like  Chain  Buttes 
and  Spear  Coulee,  which  are  just 
across  the  Musselshell  River  from  the 
CMR  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  will 
impact  those  areas.  How  the  FO 
decides  to  manage  Ear  Mountain  and 
Blind  Horse  will  impact  the  protected 
areas  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front. 
Because  these  areas  are  all 
interconnected,  the  way  the  FO 
decides  to  manage  its  LWC  units  will 
have  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative 
impacts  on  the  mule  deer,  elk,  sage 
grouse,  other  migratory  birds,  and 
every  animal  species  that  calls  these 
landscapes  home.  By  failing  to  analyze 
its  proposed  actions  with  this  wider 
ecological  context,  the  RMP  fails  to 
provide  an  accurate  understanding  of 
the  nature  of  the  land  and  potential 
direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative 
impacts  of  this  RMP. 

24. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

6 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

b.  The  RMP  does  not  comply  with 
multiple  use  requirements  because  no 
alternative  protects  any  wilderness- 
quality  lands  specifically  for  those 
values.  BLM  must  adopt  meaningful 
protections  for  wilderness  resources 
as  part  of  its  multiple  use  mission. 
Manual  6320  directs  that  "an 
alternative  that  protects  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  must 
contain  management  actions  to 
achieve  protection."  The  manual  4 1 
provides  examples  of  land  use  plan 
decisions  that  could  protect 
wilderness  characteristics,  including: 
recommend  withdrawal  from  mineral 
entry;  close  to  leasing  or  NSO  with 
no  exceptions,  waivers  or 
modifications;  right-of-way  exclusion; 
close  to  construction  of  new  roads; 
close  or  limit  motorized  and/or 
mechanized  use;  designate  as  VRM  1 
or  II;  among  others. 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  Furthermore,  Manual 

6320  requires  the  BLM  to 
ensure  that  “wilderness 
characteristics  inventories  are 
considered  and  that,  as 
warranted,  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  are  protected  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  this 
manual  in  BLM  planning 
processes”  (Manual  6320  at 
Section  .04(c)(2)).  BLM  Manual 
6320  directs  the  BLM  to 
“...examine  options  for 
managing  [lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics]  and  determine 
the  most  appropriate  land  use 
allocations  for  them. 

Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
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planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]).  Actions, 
goals  and  objectives  that 
describe  proposed  management 
for  units  containing  wilderness 
characteristics  are  described  in 
Section  2.7  and  Appendix  Q. 

Other  management 
prescriptions  are  being 
proposed  for  these  areas  in  the 
Recreation  Visitor  Service 
section  of  Chapter  2  that 
complement  wilderness 
characteristics  values. 
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25. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

7 

Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 

BLM  also  has  wide  discretion 
regarding  how  it  manages  LWC  units 
outside  of  lands  prioritized  for 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  over  other  multiple 
uses.  While  certain  LWC  units 
undoubtedly  deserve  the  highest 
levels  of  protection  to  ensure  that 
their  outstanding  wilderness,  wildlife, 
cultural,  scenic,  and/or  recreation 
values  are  protected,  other  LWC 
units  may  overlap  with  different  types 
of  multiple  uses  that  suggest  BLM 
should  consider  a  wider  range  of  uses 
for  those  lands.  That  is  not  a  range  of 
management  options  contemplated  by 
NEPA:  that  is  simply  the  same 
management  options  expressed  on  a 
smaller  scale.  Analyzing  alternatives 
that  would  "avoid  or  minimize" 
adverse  environmental  effects  is  a 
requirement  of  NEPA,  and  current 
guidance  outlined  in  Manual  6320 
states  that  land  use  planning  efforts 
should  consider  several  outcomes  for 
LWCs.  BLM  should  not  simply 
analyze  alternatives  that  would 
protect  or  leave  unprotected  lands 
with  wilderness  characteristics,  but 
can  also  consider  additional 
management  options  for  these  lands, 
where  other  multiple  uses  are 
emphasized  "while  applying 
management  restrictions  (conditions 
of  use,  mitigation  measures)  to 
reduce  impacts  to  wilderness 
characteristics."  In  fact,  even  for  areas 
where  BLM  specifically  decides  to  not 
protect  wilderness  characteristics, 

BLM  is  still  required  to  "consider 
measures  to  minimize  impacts  on 
those  characteristics." 

BLM  policy  concerning 
considerations  of  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  a 
Draft  RMP/EIS  is  outlined  in 

Manual  6320,  Considering  Lands 
with  Wilderness  Characteristics 
in  the  BLM  Land  Use  Planning 
Process.  BLM  Manual  6320 
directs  the  BLM  to  “...examine 
options  for  managing  [lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics]  and 
determine  the  most  appropriate 
land  use  allocations  for  them. 
Considering  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  land  use 
planning  process  may  result  in 
several  outcomes,  including,  but 
not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 
over  protecting  wilderness 
characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 
other  multiple  uses  while 
applying  management 
restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 
mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 
impacts  on  wilderness 
characteristics;  (3)  the 
protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  as  a  priority  over 
other  multiple  uses”  (BLM 

Manual  6320.06[A]). 
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26. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

452 

8 

Lands  with  Wilderness 

Here,  the  draft  RMP  simply  selects  all 

BLM  Manual  6320  directs  the 

Wilderness 

Characteristics 

identified  LWC  units  and  gives  them 

BLM  to  “...examine  options  for 

Association 

identical  management  prescriptions 

managing  [lands  with  wilderness 

(Alternative  B),  or  selects  a  subset  of 

characteristics]  and  determine 

those  units  for  protection  and  gives 

the  most  appropriate  land  use 

that  smaller  set  an  identical  set  of 

allocations  for  them. 

management  prescriptions 

Considering  wilderness 

(Alternative  D).  The  only  goal  for 

characteristics  in  the  land  use 

lands  with  wilderness  characteristics 

planning  process  may  result  in 

in  the  draft  RMP  is  "to  emphasize 

several  outcomes,  including,  but 

other  multiple  uses  while  applying 

not  limited  to:  (1)  emphasizing 

management  restrictions  to  reduce 

other  multiple  uses  as  a  priority 

effects  on  wilderness  characteristics," 

over  protecting  wilderness 

offered  in  Alternatives  B  and  D.  In  the 

characteristics;  (2)  emphasizing 

analysis  of  the  alternatives,  there  is  no 

other  multiple  uses  while 

description  of  management  goals  or 

applying  management 

objectives  that  describes  how  impacts 

restrictions  (conditions  of  use, 

to  any  of  the  other  identified  LWC 

mitigation  measures)  to  reduce 

areas  might  be  minimized  "to  reduce 

impacts  on  wilderness 

impacts  to  wilderness  characteristics" 

characteristics;  (3)  the 

as  outlined  in  Manual  6320.  In  this 

protection  of  wilderness 

RMP,  mitigation  of  adverse  impacts  is 

characteristics  as  a  priority  over 

not  clearly  articulated,  just  mentioned 

other  multiple  uses’’  (BLM 

in  passing. 

Manual  6320.06[A]).  Manual 

6320  does  not  instruct  BLM  to 

develop  a  range  of  alternatives 
for  every  management  action. 

BLM  analyzed  varying  acreages 
with  consistent  management 
restrictions  across  the  planning 

area. 
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27.  Aubrey 


Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 


Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics 


The  ACECs  along  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Front,  which  are  also 
currently  ONAs,  were  identified  as 
LWC  units,  and  proposed  to  be 
managed  as  such  (ACECs,  ONAs,  and 
LWCs)  under  Alternative  B.  As 
previously  noted  in  these  comments, 
the  LWC  units  along  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Front  can  and  should  be 
concurrently  managed  as  ACECs, 
ONA,  and  LWCs  because  of  these 
units'  outstanding  characteristics  and 
nationally  significant  values.  Critical 
LWC  units  in  the  eastern  region  of 
the  planning  area  that  are  proposed 
to  be  a  part  of  Backcountry 
Management/Conservation  Areas 
(BCAs)  in  Alternative  D,  or 
alternatively  as  part  of  Extensive 
Recreation  Management  Areas  under 
Alternative  C,  can  indeed  be  managed 
for  their  wilderness  character  as  a 
layered  management  approach.  Both 
BCAs  and  ERMAs  proposed  in 
various  alternatives  in  this  plan 
manage  the  areas  for  predominantly 
recreational  use,  which  is  undeniably 
hunting,  and  mostly  primitive 
backcountry  hunting.  Backcountry 
hunting  requires  solitude,  quiet,  and  a 
lack  of  disturbance  from  extractive 
and  surface-disturbing  activities,  as 
well  as  from  the  noise  of  motorized 
recreation.  To  best  protect  these 
values  in  areas  like  Horse  Camp  Trail, 
Crooked  Creek,  Dovetail,  and  Dunn 
Ridge,  these  specific  units  can  and 
should  be  managed  for  their 
wilderness  values  within  the  larger 
BCA  or  ERMA  complexes  as  tailored, 
layered  management  (see  Section 
III.B.5  of  these  comments  for  more). 
These  complexes  can  and  should 
provide  management  language  that 
allows  the  BLM  to  tailor  their 
management  to  the  needs  of  the 
landscape  on  the  ground. 


Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 
Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
proposed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs  and 
ERMAs/BCAs,  which  contain 
complementary  management. 
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1. 

Dan 

Boyce 

232 

1 

Livestock  Grazing 

BLM  needs  to  consider  willow  growth 
limitations  can  be  attributed  to 
wildlife  grazing,  not  just  livestock 
grazing  Agree  on  premise  and 
appreciate  opportunity  to  at  least 
consider  increases  in  AUMs  if 
situation  allows 

All  factors,  including  wildlife  and 
livestock  browse,  are  taken  into 
account  when  considering 
whether  an  allotment  is  meeting 
the  Standards  for  Rangeland 
Health. 

2. 

Dan 

Boyce 

232 

2 

Livestock  Grazing 

Realizing  that  the  typical  size  of  animal 
grazing  varies  from  State  to  State, 
that  is  not  a  good  reason  to  eliminate 
the  yearling  factor,  which  adjusts  for  a 
8-900  lb.  Yearling  grazing  vs.  a  1,400 
lb.  Cow  with  a  400  lb.  Calf  at  her 
side.  If  necessary,  change  the  AUMs 
allowed  based  on  average  size  of 
animals  grazing  that  allotment  ina 

State  where  longhorns  are  the 
presominant  grazing  animal  vs.  black 
angus  in  another  state.  There  needs 
to  be  an  allowance  in  a  grazing  plan 
for  adjustment. 

For  purposes  of  pragmatic  and 
orderly  range  administration,  the 
definition  of  an  AUM  for  fee 
purposes  encompasses  a  variety 
of  classes  of  animals  that  vary  in 
weight  and  can  differ  significantly 
from  a  1,000-pound  animal.  The 
forage  consumed  by  a  steer  or 
heifer 

weighing  600  pounds  grazing  for 
one  month  is  counted  as  an 

AUM  as  is  the  forage  consumed 
by  a  1 000-pound  cow  with  a  calf. 
Neither  definition  identifies  the 
quantity  of  forage  that 
constitutes  an  AUM.  The 
amount  of  permitted  use  is  a 
mandatory  term  in  grazing 
permits  and  leases.  Permitted 
use  will  be  modified  when  the 
authorized  officer 
determines  that  such  an 
adjustment  is  needed  to  manage, 
maintain,  or  improve  rangeland 
productivity;  to  assist  in 
restoring  ecosystems  to 
properly  functioning  condition; 
or  to  otherwise  meet  land 
health  standards  or  land  use  plan 
objectives.  Under  Alternative  C, 
if  a  permittee  runs  yearlings  and 
the  vegetative  conditions  of  an 
allotment  improve,  an  increase 
in  permitted  use  AUMS  could  be 
warranted. 
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3. 

Phil 

Strobel 

U.S.  EPA 
Region  8 

246 

12 

Livestock  Grazing 

The.  Draft  EIS  states  16  percent  of 
the  Planning  Area  is  managed  by  the 

U.S.  Forest  Service.  This  area  includes 
the  Helena-Lewis  and  Clark  National 
Forest  (HLCNF).  In  the  June  20 1 8 
HLCNF  Revised  Forest  Plan  Draft 

EIS,  it  stated:  The  need  for  a  formal 
agreement  has  been  identified 
between  the  BLM  and  Forest  for  co¬ 
managed  allotments  within  the  plan 
area  in  order  to  clarify  allotment 
administration  responsibilities  and 
formalize  monitoring  roles  and 
methodology.  An  agreement  that 
defines  these  items  will  likely  be 
adopted  by  the  BLM  field  offices  in 
Lewistown,  Butte,  and  Missoula  and 
the  HLCNF  within  the  Plan's  lifetime. 

A  formalized  approached  for 
allotment  administration  between  the 
two  agencies  is  expected  to  have 
advantages  for  management 
consistency,  and  increased  efficiency 
and  effectiveness  for  both  BLM  and  FS 
Range  Management  Programs.  This 
should  lead  to  annual  increases  in 
monitoring  on  more  acres  of  Federal 
grazing  allotments  in  the  Plan  area, 
which  ultimately  will  help  determine  if 
movement  towards  desired 
conditions  in  both  the  Forest  Plan  and 
Resource  Management  Plans  is 
occurring.  The  EPA  recommends  the 
Final  EIS  discuss  whether  a  formal 
agreement  between  BLM  and  USFS  is 
being  utilized  for  co-managed 
allotments  within  the  Planning  Area. 

No  new  process  is  in  place  for 
this  agreement. 
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4. 

Brian 

Ohs 

Montana 

Stockgrowers 

Associtation 

306 

3 

Livestock  Grazing 

We  do  however,  object  to  the 

Chapter  4.3.2,  Alternative  C, 
assessment  for  livestock  grazing. 
Particularly,  the  assessment  of  a  full 
AUM  for  one  yearling.  A  yearling  has 
historically  been  adjusted  to  .75 

AUMs  because  of  their  smaller  size 
and  do  to  the  fact  that  they  consume 
less  forage.  Also,  this  classification  for 
yearlings  was  not  included  for 
Alternative  B.  We  prefer  this 
provision  be  stricken  from  the  RMP 
and  encourage  the  use  of  the  current 
classification  of  .75  AUMs  for 
yearlings  because  of  the  adverse 
effects  to  producers.  •  One  yearling 
would  be  assessed  at  a  full  AUM,  and 
any  permits  and  leases  currently 
assessing  yearlings  at  a  lower  AUM 
level  would  be  modified  at 
permit/lease  renewal.  This  would 
result  in  some  potential  effects  on 
some  permittees  and  lessees; 
however,  this  is  not  likely  to 
represent  major  differences  in 
calculations. 

For  purposes  of  pragmatic  and 
orderly  range  administration,  the 
definition  of  an  AUM  for  fee 
purposes  encompasses  a  variety 
of  classes  of  animals  that  vary  in 
weight  and  can  differ  significantly 
from  a  1,000-pound  animal.  The 
forage  consumed  by  a  steer  or 
heifer 

weighing  600  pounds  grazing  for 
one  month  is  counted  as  an 

AUM  as  is  the  forage  consumed 
by  a  1 000-pound  cow  with  a  calf. 
Neither  definition  identifies  the 
quantity  of  forage  that 
constitutes  an  AUM.  The 
amount  of  permitted  use  is  a 
mandatory  term  in  grazing 
permits  and  leases.  Permitted 
use  will  be  modified  when  the 
authorized  officer 
determines  that  such  an 
adjustment  is  needed  to  manage, 
maintain,  or  improve  rangeland 
productivity;  to  assist  in 
restoring  ecosystems  to 
properly  functioning  condition; 
or  to  otherwise  meet  land 
health  standards  or  land  use  plan 
objectives.  Under  Alternative  C, 
if  a  permittee  runs  yearlings  and 
the  vegetative  conditions  of  an 
allotment  improve,  an  increase 
in  permitted  use  AUMS  could  be 
warranted. 
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5. 

Steve 

Hertel 

Fergus 

Conservation 

District 

329 

7 

Livestock  Grazing 

Category:  Livestock  grazing  Yearling 
factor  Reference:  Volume  1  page  2-40 
Item  285  The  Yearling  factor  is  a 
basic  management  tool  and  should 
not  be  removed  from  any  alternative 
option. 

For  purposes  of  pragmatic  and 
orderly  range  administration,  the 
definition  of  an  AUM  for  fee 
purposes  encompasses  a  variety 
of  classes  of  animals  that  vary  in 
weight  and  can  differ  significantly 
from  a  1,000-pound  animal.  The 
forage  consumed  by  a  steer  or 
heifer 

weighing  600  pounds  grazing  for 
one  month  is  counted  as  an 

AUM  as  is  the  forage  consumed 
by  a  1 000-pound  cow  with  a  calf. 
Neither  definition  identifies  the 
quantity  of  forage  that 
constitutes  an  AUM.  The 
amount  of  permitted  use  is  a 
mandatory  term  in  grazing 
permits  and  leases.  Permitted 
use  will  be  modified  when  the 
authorized  officer 
determines  that  such  an 
adjustment  is  needed  to  manage, 
maintain,  or  improve  rangeland 
productivity;  to  assist  in 
restoring  ecosystems  to 
properly  functioning  condition; 
or  to  otherwise  meet  land 
health  standards  or  land  use  plan 
objectives.  Under  Alternative  C, 
if  a  permittee  runs  yearlings  and 
the  vegetative  conditions  of  an 
allotment  improve,  an  increase 
in  permitted  use  AUMS  could  be 
warranted. 
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6. 

Scott 

Laird 

Theodore 

Roosevelt 

Conservation 

Partnership 

333 

4 

Livestock  Grazing 

Guidelines  for  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  are  meant  to  maintain 
or  improve  vegetation  and  resource 
conditions  in  upland  and  riparian 
habitats  and  provide  management 
flexibility  to  managers  to  adapt  to 
changing  conditions  on  the  ground. 
Grazing  allotment  monitoring  should 
be  diligent  to  determine  how  on¬ 
going  management  practices  are 
affecting  rangeland  and  riparian 
conditions.  In  addition,  we  would  like 
to  see  more  robust  range  and  habitat 
improvement  language  in  the  final 

RMP  that  increases  the  number  and 
acreage  of  upland  vegetation 
treatments  to  improve  important 
wildlife  habitats  as  well  as  range 
conditions. 

Range  and  habitat  improvements 
are  identified  at  a  site  specific 
level. 

7. 

Laura 

Nowlin 

341 

1 

Livestock  Grazing 

We  object  to  the  Chapter  4.3.2, 
Alternative  C,  assessment  for 
livestock  grazing,  particularly  the 
assessment  of  a  full  AUM  for  one 
yearling.  A  yearling  has  historically 
been  adjusted  to  .75  AUMs  because 
of  their  smaller  size  and  do  to  the  fact 
that  they  consume  less  forage.  This 
provision  should  be  stricken  from  the 
RMP  and  encourage  the  use  of  the 
current  classification  of  .75  AUMs  for 
yearlings  because  of  the  adverse 
effects  to  producers.  •  One  yearling 
would  be  assessed  at  a  full  AUM,  and 
any  permits  and  leases  currently 
assessing  yearlings  at  a  lower  AUM 
level  would  be  modified  at 
permit/lease  renewal.  This  would 
result  in  some  potential  effects  on 
some  permittees  and  lessees; 
however,  this  is  not  likely  to 
represent  major  differences  in 
calculations. 

For  purposes  of  pragmatic  and 
orderly  range  administration,  the 
definition  of  an  AUM  for  fee 
purposes  encompasses  a  variety 
of  classes  of  animals  that  vary  in 
weight  and  can  differ  significantly 
from  a  1,000-pound  animal.  The 
forage  consumed  by  a  steer  or 
heifer 

weighing  600  pounds  grazing  for 
one  month  is  counted  as  an 

AUM  as  is  the  forage  consumed 
by  a  1 000-pound  cow  with  a  calf. 
Neither  definition  identifies  the 
quantity  of  forage  that 
constitutes  an  AUM.  The 
amount  of  permitted  use  is  a 
mandatory  term  in  grazing 
permits  and  leases.  Permitted 
use  will  be  modified  when  the 
authorized  officer 
determines  that  such  an 
adjustment  is  needed  to  manage, 
maintain,  or  improve  rangeland 
productivity;  to  assist  in 
restoring  ecosystems  to 
properly  functioning  condition; 
or  to  otherwise  meet  land 
health  standards  or  land  use  plan 
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objectives.  Under  Alternative  C, 
if  a  permittee  runs  yearlings  and 
the  vegetative  conditions  of  an 
allotment  improve,  an  increase 
in  permitted  use  AUMS  could  be 
warranted. 

8. 

Steve 

Hale 

347 

1 

Livestock  Grazing 

Small  BLM  parcels  should  be  sold  to 
ranchers  who  border  these  parcels. 

BLM  parcels  within  a  ranch  are 
difficult  to  manage.  As  ranchers  we 
have  to  manage  the  BLM  parcels 
according  to  BLM  instead  of  the  way 
that  best  fits  the  ranch.  Montana  Fish, 
Wildlife  and  Parks  are  grazing  an 
increasingly  large  elk  herd  on  BLM 
land.  Eventually  MFWP  will  have  to 
reduce  their  elk  herd  or  BLM  will 
have  to  reduce  our  grazing  permit. 

The  Taylor  Grazing  Act  was  created 
for  improving  grazing  and  stabilizing 
livestock,  not  wildlife. 

See  Appendix  R.  The  Secretary's 
policy  is  generally  not  to  dispose 
of  public  lands.  However,  if  a 
situation  does  arise  where  it 
may  useful  to  dispose  of  public 
lands,  BLM  must  first  determine 
whether  the  lands  are  suitable 
for  disposal,  using  criteria 
identified  in  Appendix  R  (which 
includes  isolated/dificult  to 
manage).  However,  any  decision 
regarding  land  tenure 
adjustment  would  require  site 
specific  analysis.  Standards  for 
Rangeland  Health  (1997)  provide 
direction  for  management 
actions  resulting  from  impacts 
due  to  wildlife  or  livestock. 

9. 

Larry  and 
Diane 

Ahlgren 

348 

1 

Livestock  Grazing 

Pg.  2-40,  #285,  Action,  Alt  C  and  D  - 
"Do  not  consider  the  yearling  factor 
on  new  permits/leases..."  and  pg  4- 
1  34,  3rd  paragrough  under  Alt.  C  - 
"One  yearling  would  be  assessed  at  a 
full  AUM...this  is  not  likely  to 
represent  major  differences  in 
calculations"  This  would  create  a  loss 
of  25%  of  permittees  AUM's  when 
grazing  yearlings,  This  is  a  significant 
loss  with  a  significant  change  in 
permittee  operating  costs  and 
revenue.  As  permittees,  we  have 
observed  better  grazing  patterns  and 
use  with  yearlings  in  rough  terrain  vs 
cow/coalf  pairs.  This  enables  better 
grazing  management  and  options  for 
permittees.  Please  consider  Alt.  A  for 
Item  #285. 

For  purposes  of  pragmatic  and 
orderly  range  administration,  the 
definition  of  an  AUM  for  fee 
purposes  encompasses  a  variety 
of  classes  of  animals  that  vary  in 
weight  and  can  differ  significantly 
from  a  1,000-pound  animal.  The 
forage  consumed  by  a  steer  or 
heifer 

weighing  600  pounds  grazing  for 
one  month  is  counted  as  an 

AUM  as  is  the  forage  consumed 
by  a  1 000-pound  cow  with  a  calf. 
Neither  definition  identifies  the 
quantity  of  forage  that 
constitutes  an  AUM.  The 
amount  of  permitted  use  is  a 
mandatory  term  in  grazing 
permits  and  leases.  Permitted 
use  will  be  modified  when  the 
authorized  officer 
determines  that  such  an 
adjustment  is  needed  to  manage, 
maintain,  or  improve  rangeland 
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productivity;  to  assist  in 
restoring  ecosystems  to 
properly  functioning  condition; 
or  to  otherwise  meet  land 
health  standards  or  land  use  plan 
objectives.  Under  Alternative  C, 
if  a  permittee  runs  yearlings  and 
the  vegetative  conditions  of  an 
allotment  improve,  an  increase 
in  permitted  use  AUMS  could  be 
warranted. 

10. 

Larry 

Ahlgren 

Williams 
Coulee  Grazing 
District 

349 

1 

Livestock  Grazing 

Pg.  2-40,  #285,  Action:  Alt  C  and  D  - 
"  Do  not  consider  the  yearling  factor 
on  new  permits/leases..."  and  pg  4- 
1  34,  3rd  paragraph  under  Alt.  C  - 
"One  yearling  would  be  assessed  at  a 
full  AUM....this  is  not  likely  to 
represent  major  differences  in 
calculations".  This  proposed  change 
would  create  a  loss  of  25%  of 
permittee  members'  AUM’s  when 
grazing  yearlings.  This  is  a  significant 
loss  for  the  District  and  its  members. 
Yearlings  often  make  better  grazing 
use  of  rough  terrain  than  cow/calf 
pairs  and  can  offer  flexibility  for 
members  operations.  Alt.  A  is  the 
best  choice  for  Item  #285. 

For  purposes  of  pragmatic  and 
orderly  range  administration,  the 
definition  of  an  AUM  for  fee 
purposes  encompasses  a  variety 
of  classes  of  animals  that  vary  in 
weight  and  can  differ  significantly 
from  a  1,000-pound  animal.  The 
forage  consumed  by  a  steer  or 
heifer 

weighing  600  pounds  grazing  for 
one  month  is  counted  as  an 

AUM  as  is  the  forage  consumed 
by  a  1 000-pound  cow  with  a  calf. 
Neither  definition  identifies  the 
quantity  of  forage  that 
constitutes  an  AUM.  The 
amount  of  permitted  use  is  a 
mandatory  term  in  grazing 
permits  and  leases.  Permitted 
use  will  be  modified  when  the 
authorized  officer 
determines  that  such  an 
adjustment  is  needed  to  manage, 
maintain,  or  improve  rangeland 
productivity;  to  assist  in 
restoring  ecosystems  to 
properly  functioning  condition; 
or  to  otherwise  meet  land 
health  standards  or  land  use  plan 
objectives.  Under  Alternative  C, 
if  a  permittee  runs  yearlings  and 
the  vegetative  conditions  of  an 
allotment  improve,  an  increase 
in  permitted  use  AUMS  could  be 
warranted. 
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1  1. 

Larry 

Ahlgren 

Williams 
Coulee  Grazing 
District 

349 

2 

Livestock  Grazing 

Pg.  2-43,  #300,  Action:  Alt.  C  - 
Designate  four  ERMAs  WCGD  does 
not  agree  with  the  proposed  new 
recreation  designations.  Recreation 
use  is  already  addressed  on  public 
lands  and  new  designations  that 
include  private  land  inholdings  in  the 
boundaries  add  additional 
management  issues  for  both  BLM  and 
the  private  landowners/permittees. 

The  designation  of  new  Extensive 
Recreation  Management 
Areas/Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  are  not  needed. 

Recreation  use  occurs  but  is  not 
specifically  addressed  on  public 
lands  not  designated  as  SRMAs 
or  ERMAs.  No  decisions  specific 
to  ERMAs  will  be  made  on 
private  inholdings.  Boundaries 
only  include  BLM-administered 
lands. 

12. 

Chuck 

Otto 

Anaconda 

Sportsmen's 

Club 

352 

1 

Livestock  Grazing 

ASC  also  disputes  the  need  for  a 
potential  50%  increase  in  forage 
allocation  for  livestock  in  Alternative 

C.  The  Lewistown  BLM  has  made 
great  progress  in  range  management 
through  their  watershed  planning 
process  which  was  incorporated  in 
the  JVP  RMP.  These  watershed  plans 
already  have  the  potential  for  allowing 
forage  increase  if  management 
objectives  are  being  met.  Much  of  the 
former  Judith  Resource  Area 
allotments  are  in  good  or  excellent 
condition  thanks  to  good 
management  by  the  ranching 
community  in  conjunction  with  the 

BLM  through  this  process.  An  across 
the  board  increase  in  Alternative  C 
has  no  justification  or  need,  and  there 
is  no  analysis  found  in  chapter  4  that 
supports  the  need  for  such  an 
increase. 

Management  action  states  that 
increases  in  allotment-specific 
allocations  based  on  forage 
availability  and  improvement  to 
vegetation/habitat  communities 
would  be  considered. 
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13.  Josh 


Western 

Watersheds 

Project 


Livestock  Grazing 


WWP's  scoping  comments  contained 
detailed  analysis  about  the  connection 
between  climate  change  and  livestock 
grazing.  Unfortunately,  the  DEIS 
contains  almost  no  analysis  about  this 
relationship.  In  fact,  the  DEIS  fails  to 
address  climate  change  in  any 
comprehensive  way  which  is  a  fatal 
flaw  in  the  analysis  and  is  inconsistent 
with  agency  guidance  and  federal  law. 
The  best  available  scientific  evidence 
indicates  that  livestock  grazing 
exacerbates  the  negative  impacts  of 
climate  change  on  soils,  vegetation, 
water  quality,  water  temperature  and 
stream  function  and  thus  the  host  of 
associated  aquatic  and  terrestrial 
wildlife  species. 


Climate  change  is  discussed  in 
Chapter  4.2. 1 . 
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Livestock  Grazing  Beschta  et  al.,  20 1 2  believe  the  43  CFR  Part  4 1 00,  Standards  for 

burden  of  proof  should  be  shifted.  Rangeland  Health,  and 

Those  using  public  lands  for  livestock  Guidelines  for  Livestock  Grazing 
production  should  have  to  justify  the  Management  provide  regulations 
continuation  of  ungulate  grazing.  and  direction  for  the 

Some  other  key  points  the  authors  administration  of  livestock 
make  include:  -If  livestock  use  on  grazing  within  this  planning  area, 

public  lands  continues  at  current 
levels,  its  interaction  with  anticipated 
changes  in  climate  will  likely  worsen 
soil  erosion,  dust  generation,  and 
stream  pollution.  Soils  whose 
moisture  retention  capacity  has  been 
reduced  will  undergo  further  drying 
by  warming  temperatures  and/or 
drought  and  become  even  more 
susceptible  to  wind  erosion  (Sankey 
and  others  2009).  (I)n  1994  the  BLM 
and  FS  reported  that  western  riparian 
areas  were  in  their  worst  condition  in 
history,  and  livestock  use-typically 
concentrated  in  these  areas-was  the 
chief  cause  (BLM  and  FS  1994). 

Ohmart  and  Anderson  ( 1 986) 
suggested  that  livestock  grazing  may 
be  the  major  factor  negatively 
affecting  wildlife  in  eleven  western 
states.  Such  effects  will  compound  the 
problems  of  adaptation  of  these 
ecosystems  to  the  dynamics  of 
climate  change  (Joyce  and  others 
2008,  2009).  Currently,  the 
widespread  and  ongoing  declines  of 
many  North  American  bird 
populations  that  use  grassland  and 
grass-shrub  habitats  affected  by 
grazing  are  "on  track  to  become  a 
prominent  wildlife  conservation  crisis 
of  the  2 1  st  century"  (Brennan  and 
Kuvlesky  2005,  p.  I)  Climate  change 
and  ungulates,  singly  and  in  concert, 
influence  ecosystems  at  the  most 
fundamental  levels  by  affecting  soils 
and  hydrologic  processes.  These 
effects,  in  turn,  influence  many  other 
ecosystem  components  and 
processes-nutrient  and  energy  cycles; 

_ reproduction,  survival,  and  abundance _ 
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of  terrestrial  and  aquatic  species;  and 
community  structure  and 
composition.  Moreover,  by  altering  so 
many  factors  crucial  to  ecosystem 
functioning,  the  combined  effects  of  a 
changing  climate  and  ungulate  use  can 
affect  biodiversity  at  scales  ranging 
from  species  to  ecosystems  (FS  2007) 
and  limit  the  capability  of  large  areas 
to  supply  ecosystem  services 
(Christensen  and  others  1996;  MEA 
2005b).  The  site-specific  impacts  of 
livestock  use  vary  as  a  function  of 
many  factors  (e.g.,  livestock  species 
and  density,  periods  of  rest  or  non¬ 
use,  local  plant  communities,  soil 
conditions).  Nevertheless,  extensive 
reviews  of  published  research 
generally  indicate  that  livestock  have 
had  numerous  and  widespread 
negative  effects  to  western 
ecosystems  (Love  1959;  Blackburn 

1 984;  Fleischner  1 994;  Belsky  and 
others  1 999;  Kauffman  and  Pyke 

200 1 ;  Asner  and  others  2004; 

Steinfeld  and  others  2006;  Thornton 
and  Herrero  2010).  Moreover,  public- 
land  range  conditions  have  generally 
worsened  in  recent  decades  (CWWR 
1996,  Donahue  2007),  perhaps  due  to 
the  reduced  productivity  of  these 
lands  caused  by  past  grazing  in 
conjunction  with  a  changing  climate 
(FWS  2010,  p.  13,941,  citing  Knick 
and  Hanser  201  1).  Livestock  use 
effects,  exacerbated  by  climate 
change,  often  have  severe  impacts  on 
upland  plant  communities.  For 
example,  ...  areas  severely  affected 
include  the  northern  Great  Basin  and 
interior  Columbia  River  Basin 
(Middleton  and  Thomas  1997). 
•Livestock  grazing  has  numerous 
consequences  for  hydrologic 
processes  and  water  resources. 
Livestock  can  have  profound  effects 
on  soils,  including  their  productivity, 
infiltration,  and  water  storage,  and 
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these  properties  drive  many  other 
ecosystem  changes.  Soil  compaction 
from  livestock  has  been  identified  as 
an  extensive  problem  on  public  lands 
(CWWR  1996;  FS  and  BLM  1997). 

Such  compaction  is  inevitable  because 
the  hoof  of  a  450-kg  cow  exerts 
more  than  five  times  the  pressure  of 
heavy  earthmoving  machinery 
(Cowley  2002).  Soil  compaction 
significantly  reduces  infiltration  rates 
and  the  ability  of  soils  to  store  water, 
both  of  which  affect  runoff  processes 
(Branson  and  others  1981;  Blackburn 

1 984).  Compaction  of  wet  meadow 
soils  by  livestock  can  significantly 
decrease  soil  water  storage 
(Kauffman  and  others  2004),  thus 
contributing  to  reduced  summer  base 
flows.  Concomitantly,  decreases  in 
infiltration  and  soil  water  storage  of 
compacted  soils  during  periods  of 
high-intensity  rainfall  contribute  to 
increased  surface  runoff  and  soil 
erosion  (Branson  and  others  1981). 
These  fundamental  alterations  in 
hydrologic  processes  from  livestock 
use  are  likely  to  be  exacerbated  by 
climate  change.  The  combined  effects 
of  elevated  soil  loss  and  compaction 
caused  by  grazing  reduce  soil 
productivity,  further  compromising 
the  capability  of  grazed  areas  to 
support  native  plant  communities 
(CWWR  1996;  FS  and  BLM  1997). 
Erosion  triggered  by  livestock  use 
continues  to  represent  a  major 
source  of  sediment,  nutrients,  and 
pathogens  in  western  streams 
(WSWC  1989;  EPA  2009).  -Historical 
and  contemporary  effects  of  livestock 
grazing  and  trampling  along  stream 
channels  can  destabilize  streambanks, 
thus  contributing  to  widened  and/or 
incised  channels  (NRC  2002). 
Accelerated  streambank  erosion  and 
channel  incision  are  pervasive  on 
western  public  lands  used  by  livestock 
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(Fig.  4).  Stream  incision  contributes  to 
desiccation  of  floodplains  and  wet 
meadows,  loss  of  floodwater 
detention  storage,  and  reductions  in 
baseflow  (Ponce  and  Lindquist  1 990; 
Trimble  and  Mendel  1995).  Grazing 
and  trampling  of  riparian  plant 
communities  also  contribute  to 
elevated  water  temperatures-directly, 
by  reducing  stream  shading  and, 
indirectly,  by  damaging  streambanks 
and  increasing  channel  widths  (NRC 
2002).  Livestock  use  of  riparian  plant 
communities  can  also  decrease  the 
availability  of  food  and  construction 
materials  for  keystone  species  such  as 
beaver  (Castor  canadensis). 

•Livestock  production  impacts  energy 
and  carbon  cycles  and  globally 
contributes  an  estimated  18%  to  the 
total  anthropogenic  greenhouse  gas 
(GHG)  emissions  (Steinfeld  and 
others  2006).  How  public-land 
livestock  contribute  to  these  effects 
has  received  little  study. 

Nevertheless,  livestock  grazing  and 
trampling  can  reduce  the  capacity  of 
rangeland  vegetation  and  soils  to 
sequester  carbon  and  contribute  to 
the  loss  of  above-  and  belowground 
carbon  pools  (e.g.,  Lai  200 1  b;  Bowker 
and  others  2012).  Lai  (2001a) 
indicated  that  heavy  grazing  over  the 
long-term  may  have  adverse  impacts 
on  soil  organic  carbon  content, 
especially  for  soils  of  low  inherent 
fertility.  Although  Gill  (2007)  found 
that  grazing  over  100  years  or  longer 
in  subalpine  areas  on  the  Wasatch 
Plateau  in  central  Utah  had  no 
significant  impacts  on  total  soil 
carbon,  results  of  the  study  suggest 
that  "if  temperatures  warm  and 
summer  precipitation  increases  as  is 
anticipated,  [soils  in  grazed  areas] 
may  become  net  sources  of  C02  to 
the  atmosphere"  (Gill  2007,  p.  88). 
Furthermore,  limited  soil  aeration  in 
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soils  compacted  by  livestock  can 
stimulate  production  of  methane,  and 
emissions  of  nitrous  oxide  under 
shrub  canopies  may  be  twice  the 
levels  in  nearby  grasslands  (Asner  and 
others  2004).  Both  of  these  are 
potent  GHGs.  Managing  livestock  on 
public  lands  also  involves  extensive 
fence  systems.  Between  1 962  and 

1 997,  over  5 1 ,000  km  of  fence  were 
constructed  on  BLM  lands  with 
resident  sagegrouse  populations 
(FWS  2010).  Such  fences  can 
significantly  impact  this  wildlife 
species.  For  example,  146  sage-grouse 
died  in  less  than  three  years  from 
collisions  with  fences  along  a  7.6-km 
BLM  range  fence  in  Wyoming  (FWS 
2010).  Fences  can  also  restrict  the 
movements  of  wild  ungulates  and 
increase  the  risk  of  injury  and  death 
by  entanglement  or  impalement 
(Harrington  and  Conover  2006;  FWS 
2010).  Fences  and  roads  for  livestock 
access  can  fragment  and  isolate 
segments  of  natural  ecological 
mosaics  thus  influencing  the  capability 
of  wildlife  to  adapt  to  a  changing 
climate.  (L)ivestock  use  (particularly 
cattle)  on  these  lands  exert 
disturbances  without  evolutionary 
parallel  (Milchunas  and  Lauenroth 

1993;  MEA  2005a).  ...The  combined 
effects  of  ungulates  (domestic,  wild, 
and  feral)  and  a  changing  climate 
present  a  pervasive  set  of  stressors 
on  public  lands,  which  are  significantly 
different  from  those  encountered 
during  the  evolutionary  history  of  the 
region's  native  species.  The 
intersection  of  these  stressors  is 
setting  the  stage  for  fundamental  and 
unprecedented  changes  to  forest, 
arid,  and  semi-arid  landscapes  in  the 
western  US  (Table  1)  and  increasing 
the  likelihood  of  alternative  states. 

Thus,  public-land  management  needs 
to  focus  on  restoring  and  maintaining 
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structure,  function,  and  integrity  of 
ecosystems  to  improve  their 
resilience  to  climate  change  (Rieman 
and  Isaak  2010).  Natural  floods 
provide  another  illustration  of  how 
ungulates  can  alter  the  ecological  role 
of  disturbances.  High  flows  are 
normally  important  for  maintaining 
riparian  plant  communities  through 
the  deposition  of  nutrients,  organic 
matter,  and  sediment  on  streambanks 
and  floodplains,  and  for  enhancing 
habitat  diversity  of  aquatic  and 
riparian  ecosystems  (CWWR  1 996). 
Ungulate  effects  on  the  structure  and 
composition  of  riparian  plant 
communities  (e.g.,  Platts  1991; 

Chadde  and  Kay  1 996),  however,  can 
drastically  alter  the  outcome  of  these 
hydrologic  disturbances  by 
diminishing  streambank  stability  and 
severing  linkages  between  high  flows 
and  the  maintenance  of  streamside 
plant  communities.  As  a  result, 
accelerated  erosion  of  streambanks 
and  floodplains,  channel  incision,  and 
the  occurrence  of  high  instream 
sediment  loads  may  become 
increasingly  common  during  periods 
of  high  flows  (Trimble  and  Mendel 

1995).  Similar  effects  have  been  found 
in  systems  where  large  predators 
have  been  displaced  or  extirpated 
(Beschta  and  Ripple  2012).  In  general, 
high  levels  of  ungulate  use  can 
essentially  uncouple  typical  ecosystem 
responses  to  chronic  or  acute 
disturbances,  thus  greatly  limiting  the 
capacity  of  these  systems  to  provide  a 
full  array  of  ecosystem  services  during 
a  changing  climate.  -(F)ederal  grazing 
fees  on  BLM  and  FS  lands  cover  only 
about  one-sixth  of  the  agencies' 
administration  costs  (Vincent  2012). 
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15.  Josh 


Osher 


Western 

Watersheds 

Project 


359 


23 


Livestock  Grazing 


WWP's  Scoping  comments  provided 
detailed  information  about  the 
impacts  of  livestock  grazing  that  were 
generally  ignored  in  the  LBLM 
analysis.  Beschta  et  al.,  201217 
provide  a  scientific  basis  for  expecting 
significant  environmental  damage 
from  livestock  grazing:  Climate 
impacts  are  compounded  from  heavy 
use  by  livestock  and  other  grazing 
ungulates,  which  cause  soil  erosion, 
compaction,  and  dust  generation; 
stream  degradation;  higher  water 
temperatures  and  pollution;  loss  of 
habitat  for  fish,  birds  and  amphibians; 
and  desertification.  Encroachment  of 
woody  shrubs  at  the  expense  of 
native  grasses  and  other  plants  can 
occur  in  grazed  areas,  affecting 
pollinators,  birds,  small  mammals  and 
other  native  wildlife.  Livestock 
grazing  and  trampling  degrades  soil 
fertility,  stability  and  hydrology,  and 
makes  it  vulnerable  to  wind  erosion. 
This  in  turn  adds  sediments,  nutrients 
and  pathogens  to  western  streams. 
Water  developments  and  diversion 
for  livestock  can  reduce  streamflows 
and  increase  water  temperatures, 
degrading  habitat  for  fish  and  aquatic 
invertebrates.  The  advent  of  climate 
change  has  significantly  added  to 
historic  and  contemporary  problems 
that  result  from  cattle  and  sheep 
ranching. 


Climate  change  and  livestock 
grazing  was  analyzed  in  Chapter 
4.2. 1 .  Additional  analysis  of  the 
effects  on  vegetative 
communities  was  conducted  in 
Chapter  4.2.4. 
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Livestock  Grazing  The  AMS  provides  an  inconsistent  The  AMS  has  been  updated  with 

and  inaccurate  picture  of  current  the  correct  figures, 

conditions  in  the  planning  area.  This  is 
a  failure  to  provide  baseline 
information  that  is  required  by  NEPA 
and  renders  the  DEIS  invalid.  For 
example,  the  AMS  states:  Currently, 

434,2 1 7  acres  (72  percent)  of  upland 
vegetation  communities  are  meeting 
Standard  I,  and  155,214  acres  (26 
percent)  are  not  meeting  Standard  I . 

Most  rangeland  allotments  have  been 
evaluated;  15,394  acres  (2  percent) 
have  not  been  evaluated  (BLM  2014c). 

(AMS  2018,  p.  49)  And;  Standards  for 
Rangeland  Health  (BLM  1 997)  may  be 
used  as  an  indicator  for 
sagebrush/grasslands  habitat.  Trends 
for  rangelands  and  uplands  are 
generally  upward;  however,  some 
rangeland  allotments  continue  to  not 
meet  Standards  for  Rangeland  Health 
(BLM  1997).  In  the  planning  area, 

I  36,400  acres  (2 1  percent  of 
Sagebrush/Grasslands)  are  meeting 
Standard  I,  1 35,700  acres  (21  percent 
of  Sagebrush/Grasslands)  are  not 
meeting  Standard  I,  and  378,300 
acres  (58  percent)  do  not  have 
determinations.  (AMS,  20 1 8,  p.  65)  It 
is  simply  not  possible  to  reconcile 
these  two  statements.  In  one  case  the 
BLM  states  that  on  2%  of  the  planning 
area  has  not  be  evaluated  and  in  the 
other,  58%  have  not  been  evaluated. 

Furthermore,  even  the  rosier  analysis 
in  the  first  statement  still  indicates  a 
low  C  average  at  best  of  lands 
meeting  Standard  I .  Alternative  C 
would  most  certainly  not  improve 
upon  this  situation  allowing  for 
increase  acres  for  grazing  and 
increased  utilization.  If  the  LBLM 
cannot  already  effectively  manage  the 
lands  currently  authorized  for  grazing, 
it  certainly  has  no  business  expanding 
the  program.  Conversely,  Alternative 
B  would  do  the  most  of  the  action 
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alternative  by  not  authorizing 
additional  grazing,  reducing  utilization 
(although  this  analysis  is  also 
disingenuous  because  the  range  is  20- 
40  percent  and  40  percent  is  the 
current  standard),  and  eliminating 
grazing  when  allotments  don't  meet 
standards  for  two  consecutive  cycles 
which  if  likely  the  case  for  most  if  not 
all  of  those  currently  not  meeting 
standards.  Of  course,  the  DEIS  does 
not  disclose  which  allotments,  how 
many  AUMs  or  acres  would  be 
impacted  by  this  change. 

17. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

10 

Livestock  Grazing 

Comment:  BLM  states:  "Do  not 
consider  the  yearling  factor  on  new 
permits/leases."  BLM  must  recognize 
that  the  typical  size  for  yearlings 
varies  considerably  across  livestock 
species  (e.g.  Simental  vs  Shorthorns), 
and  throughout  the  LRMP  planning 
area,  Montana  and  the  west.  A  900  lb 
yearling  will  consume  a  different 
amount  of  forage  that  a  1 ,500  lb  cow 
with  a  4001  13  calf  (AUM). 
Recommendation:  That  BLM  consider 
the  yearling  factor  on  new 
permits/leases.  Reference:  Vol.  Ill, 

APP.  N,  page  N-4,  para  N.L5. 

Comment:  Lewistown  STANDARD  # 

5.  BLM  states:  "Management  for 
indigenous  vegetation  and  animals  is  a 
priority."  Although  STANDARD  #  5 
calls  for  priority  management  for 
indigenous  animals  such  as  bison, 
there  are  no  established  GUIDELINES 
in  the  succeeding  paragraphs  that 
address  how  the  'priority 
management'  would  be  developed  or 
implemented.  Because  the  BLM  is 
already  considering  grazing 
opportunities  for  APR  in  the  LRMP 
planning  area  for  bison,  the  guidelines 
for  implementing  a  grazing  priority  for 
bison  must  be  established  and  the 
guidelines  must  recognize  the 
requirements  set  forth  in  the  Fergus 
Conservation  District  Bison 

For  purposes  of  pragmatic  and 
orderly  range  administration,  the 
definition  of  an  AUM  for  fee 
purposes  encompasses  a  variety 
of  classes  of  animals  that  vary  in 
weight  and  can  differ  significantly 
from  a  1,000-pound  animal.  The 
forage  consumed  by  a  steer  or 
heifer 

weighing  600  pounds  grazing  for 
one  month  is  counted  as  an 

AUM  as  is  the  forage  consumed 
by  a  1 000-pound  cow  with  a  calf. 
Neither  definition  identifies  the 
quantity  of  forage  that 
constitutes  an  AUM.  The 
amount  of  permitted  use  is  a 
mandatory  term  in  grazing 
permits  and  leases.  Permitted 
use  will  be  modified  when  the 
authorized  officer 
determines  that  such  an 
adjustment  is  needed  to  manage, 
maintain,  or  improve  rangeland 
productivity;  to  assist  in 
restoring  ecosystems  to 
properly  functioning  condition; 
or  to  otherwise  meet  land 
health  standards  or  land  use  plan 
objectives.  Under  Alternative  C, 
if  a  permittee  runs  yearlings  and 
the  vegetative  conditions  of  an 
allotment  improve,  an  increase 
in  permitted  use  AUMS  could  be 
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Ordinance  (2016).  Whether  bison  as 
an  indigenous  species  should  be  given 
a  grazing  priority  will  become  a  highly 
controversial  issue  and  is  a  matter 
that  demands  a  critical  review  by  BLM 
leadership. 

warranted. 

18. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

1  1 

Livestock  Grazing 

Reference:  Vol.  Ill,  page  N-5,  para 

N.2.2.  (Lewistown  GUIDELINE  #  2) 
Comment:  BLM  states:  Where 
palatable  woody  shrub  species 
(willows,  etc)  exists  ..."  BLM  must 
recognize  that  not  all  grazing  on 
willows  is  done  by  livestock  and  that 
wildlife  grazing  also  plays  a  role  here 
and  that  fact  should  be  acknowledged 
in  the  guideline.  Recommendation: 

That  guideline  #2  be  revised  to 
indude  language  acknowledging  that 
both  domestic  livestock  and  wildlife 
can  impact  grazing  on  palatable  shrubs 
such  as  willows. 

All  factors,  including  wildlife  and 
livestock  browse,  are  taken  into 
account  when  considering 
whether  an  allotment  is  meeting 
the  Standards  for  Rangeland 

Health  (1997). 

19. 

Ralph 

Corbett 

Petroleum 

County 

Conservation 

District 

375 

2 

Livestock  Grazing 

2-40ltem285  Yearling  Factor  -We  are 
also  concerned  with  the  decision  to 
make  a  yearling  animal  equal  to  a 
cow/calf  AUM  as  this  will  make  less 
forage  available  for  producers  with 
yearling  leases  (  because  the  number 
of  animals  will  be  reduced).  Not  only 
that,  but  one  yearling  cannot  possibly 
physically  consurle  the  same  amonnt 
of  forage  as  a  cow/calf  pair.  This 
would  cause  most  producers  to  be 
restricted  to  raising  cow/calf  pairs  and 
not  allowing  them  the  flexibility  of 
having  an  alternate  opportunity  of 
having  a  yearling  operation  that  can 
be  more  liquid  and  responsive  to  the 
market  or  drought.  A  yearling  has 
historically  been  adjusted  to  .75 

AUMs  because  of  their  smaller  size 
and  do  to  the  fact  that  they  consume 
less  forage.  Also,  this  classification  for 
yearlings  was  not  included  for 
Alternative  B.  We  prefer  this 
provision  be  stricken  from  the  RMP 
and  encourage  the  use  of  the  current 
classification  of  .75  AUMs  for 
yearlings  because  ofthe  adverse 

For  purposes  of  pragmatic  and 
orderly  range  administration,  the 
definition  of  an  AUM  for  fee 
purposes  encompasses  a  variety 
of  classes  of  animals  that  vary  in 
weight  and  can  differ  significantly 
from  a  1,000-pound  animal.  The 
forage  consumed  by  a  steer  or 
heifer 

weighing  600  pounds  grazing  for 
one  month  is  counted  as  an 

AUM  as  is  the  forage  consumed 
by  a  1 000-pound  cow  with  a  calf. 
Neither  definition  identifies  the 
quantity  of  forage  that 
constitutes  an  AUM.  The 
amount  of  permitted  use  is  a 
mandatory  term  in  grazing 
permits  and  leases.  Permitted 
use  will  be  modified  when  the 
authorized  officer 
determines  that  such  an 
adjustment  is  needed  to  manage, 
maintain,  or  improve  rangeland 
productivity;  to  assist  in 
restoring  ecosystems  to 
properly  functioning  condition; 
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effects  to  producers. 

or  to  otherwise  meet  land 
health  standards  or  land  use  plan 
objectives.  Under  Alternative  C, 
if  a  permittee  runs  yearlings  and 
the  vegetative  conditions  of  an 
allotment  improve,  an  increase 
in  permitted  use  AUMS  could  be 
warranted. 

20. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

14 

Livestock  Grazing 

The  decision  by  the  Secretary  to 
place  a  regulatory  overlay  over  the 

1 83,500-acre  Crooked  Creek 
BCA/ERMA  area  will  foreseeably 
affect  the  boundaries  of  the  multiple 
grazing  allotments  or  district(s),  and 
could  have  a  disruptive  effect  on 
rangeland  health  or  the  distribution  of 
tax  revenues  within  the  State  of 
Montana  and  Petroleum  County. 

The  Crooked  Creek  BCA  would 
not  change  the  boundaries  of 
grazing  allotments  within  the 
area  of  the  proposed  BCA. 

21. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

15 

Livestock  Grazing 

If  BLM  wishes  to  designate  the 

1 83,500-acre  Crooked  Creek  ERMA, 
then  the  agency,  we  believe,  is 
required  to  prepare  and  adopt  into 
the  final  LFO/RMP  a  Chiefly- 
Valuable-for-Grazing  determination  as 
described  by  the  Solicitor  of  the 

Interior  in  M-37008. 

A  chiefly-valuable-for-grazing 
determination  is  required  only 
when  establishing,  under  Section  3 
of  the  Taylor  Crazing  Act,  a 
grazing  district,  adding  to  a  grazing 
district  or  modifying  a  district's 
boundary.  This  plan  is  not 
proposing  any  changes  to  Montana 
Grazing  District  M-6. 

22. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

15 

Livestock  Grazing 

In  its  Memorandum  Clarification  of 
M-37008  of  May,  2003  the  Solicitor  of 
the  Interior  concludes  that  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act  and  Stock-Raising 
Homestead  Act  require  BLM  to 
prepare  a  Chiefly-Valuable-for- 
Grazing  (CVGD)  determination 
whenever  an  administrative  action 
could  result  in  a  modification  of  a 
grazing  district's  boundaries.  CVGD 
factors  to  be  considered  include 
evaluation  of  the  impact  on  remaining 
grazing  allotments,  the  potential  effect 
on  state  or  local  tax  revenues,  and 
the  effect  of  conflicting  actions  by  the 
Secretary  on  grazing  privileges  within 
the  overlay  area. 

A  chiefly-valuable-for-grazing 
determination  is  required  only 
when  establishing,  under  Section  3 
of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act,  a 
grazing  district,  adding  to  a  grazing 
district  or  modifying  a  district's 
boundary.  This  plan  is  not 
proposing  any  changes  to  Montana 
Grazing  District  M-6. 
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23. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

29 

Livestock  Grazing 

Alternatives  B,  C,  D  would  remove 
the  yearling  factor:  1.  Alternative  B 
Action:  "do  not  consider  the  yearling 
factor."  2.  Alternative  C  and  D 

Action:  "do  not  consider  the  yearling 
Factor  on  new  permits/leases. 

Removes  yearling  factor  on  permits 
/leases  that  currently  run  yearlings  as 
the  permits/leases  are  renewed." 
(Volume  1,  Page  2-40,  Item  286)  * 
Removal  of  the  yearling  factor  will 
have  both  direct  and  indirect  adverse 
effects  on  producers.  The  'yearling 
factor'  is  a  way  BLM  adjusts  in  order 
that  the  principles  of  multiple-use  and 
sustained-yield  are  observed  and 
used.  The  Federal  Land  Policy 
Management  Act  defines  Sustained 

Yield  as:  "The  achievement  and 
maintenance  in  perpetuity  of  a  high- 
level  annual  or  regular  periodic 
output  of  the  various  renewable 
resources  of  the  public  lands 
consistent  with  multiple  use." 

For  purposes  of  pragmatic  and 
orderly  range  administration,  the 
definition  of  an  AUM  for  fee 
purposes  encompasses  a  variety 
of  classes  of  animals  that  vary  in 
weight  and  can  differ  significantly 
from  a  1,000-pound  animal.  The 
forage  consumed  by  a  steer  or 
heifer 

weighing  600  pounds  grazing  for 
one  month  is  counted  as  an 

AUM  as  is  the  forage  consumed 
by  a  1 000-pound  cow  with  a  calf. 
Neither  definition  identifies  the 
quantity  of  forage  that 
constitutes  an  AUM.  The 
amount  of  permitted  use  is  a 
mandatory  term  in  grazing 
permits  and  leases.  Permitted 
use  will  be  modified  when  the 
authorized  officer 
determines  that  such  an 
adjustment  is  needed  to  manage, 
maintain,  or  improve  rangeland 
productivity;  to  assist  in 
restoring  ecosystems  to 
properly  functioning  condition; 
or  to  otherwise  meet  land 
health  standards  or  land  use  plan 
objectives.  Under  Alternative  C, 
if  a  permittee  runs  yearlings  and 
the  vegetative  conditions  of  an 
allotment  improve,  an  increase 
in  permitted  use  AUMS  could  be 
warranted. 

24. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

31 

Livestock  Grazing 

Incorporate  forage  levels  and  AUM 
allocations  for  livestock  grazing  in  a 
Comparative  Summary  of  Alternatives 
in  the  executive  summary. 

AUM  allocations  will  be 
incorporated  into  the  final 
executive  summary. 
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25. 

Anonymous 

Anonymous 

Petroleum 

County 

Commissioners 

443 

2 

Livestock  Grazing 

2-40  Item  285  Yearling  Factor  -  We 
are  also  concerned  with  the  decision 
to  make  a  yearling  animal  equal  to  a 
cow/calf  AUM  as  this  will  make  less 
forage  available  for  producers  with 
yearling  leases  (because  the  number 
of  animals  will  be  reduced).  Not  only 
that,  but  one  yearling  cannot  possibly 
physically  consume  the  same  amount 
of  forage  as  a  cow/calf  pair.  This 
would  cause  most  producers  to  be 
restricted  to  raising  cow/calf  pairs  and 
not  allowing  them  the  flexibility  of 
having  an  alternate  opportunity  of 
having  a  yearling  operation  that  can 
be  more  liquid  and  responsive  to  the 
market  or  drought. 

For  purposes  of  pragmatic  and 
orderly  range  administration,  the 
definition  of  an  AUM  for  fee 
purposes  encompasses  a  variety 
of  classes  of  animals  that  vary  in 
weight  and  can  differ  significantly 
from  a  1,000-pound  animal.  The 
forage  consumed  by  a  steer  or 
heifer 

weighing  600  pounds  grazing  for 
one  month  is  counted  as  an 

AUM  as  is  the  forage  consumed 
by  a  1 000-pound  cow  with  a  calf. 
Neither  definition  identifies  the 
quantity  of  forage  that 
constitutes  an  AUM.  The 
amount  of  permitted  use  is  a 
mandatory  term  in  grazing 
permits  and  leases.  Permitted 
use  will  be  modified  when  the 
authorized  officer 
determines  that  such  an 
adjustment  is  needed  to  manage, 
maintain,  or  improve  rangeland 
productivity;  to  assist  in 
restoring  ecosystems  to 
properly  functioning  condition; 
or  to  otherwise  meet  land 
health  standards  or  land  use  plan 
objectives.  Under  Alternative  C, 
if  a  permittee  runs  yearlings  and 
the  vegetative  conditions  of  an 
allotment  improve,  an  increase 
in  permitted  use  AUMS  could  be 
warranted. 

26. 

Anonymous 

Anonymous 

Petroleum 

County 

Commissioners 

443 

7 

Livestock  Grazing 

Managing  for  predators  such  as 
wolves  and  grizzly  bears  is  conflicting 
with  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  and 
Chiefly-Valuable-for  Grazing 
determination. 

A  chiefly-valuable-for-grazing 
determination  is  required  only 
when  the  Secretary  is 
considering  creating  or  changing 
grazing. 
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27. 

Chris 

King 

453 

5 

Livestock  Grazing 

A  750  pound  yearling  (our  yearlings 
weigh  about  600  lbs  in  the  spring,  and 
900  lbs  at  the  end  of  the  grazing 
season)  cannot  consume  as  much 
forage  as  a  cow/calf  pair.  Deleting 
the  yearling  factor  in  effect  reduces 
the  AUMs  available  to  anyone  grazing 
yearlings. 

For  purposes  of  pragmatic  and 
orderly  range  administration,  the 
definition  of  an  AUM  for  fee 
purposes  encompasses  a  variety 
of  classes  of  animals  that  vary  in 
weight  and  can  differ  significantly 
from  a  1,000-pound  animal.  The 
forage  consumed  by  a  steer  or 
heifer 

weighing  600  pounds  grazing  for 
one  month  is  counted  as  an 

AUM  as  is  the  forage  consumed 
by  a  1 000-pound  cow  with  a  calf. 
Neither  definition  identifies  the 
quantity  of  forage  that 
constitutes  an  AUM.  The 
amount  of  permitted  use  is  a 
mandatory  term  in  grazing 
permits  and  leases.  Permitted 
use  will  be  modified  when  the 
authorized  officer 
determines  that  such  an 
adjustment  is  needed  to  manage, 
maintain,  or  improve  rangeland 
productivity;  to  assist  in 
restoring  ecosystems  to 
properly  functioning  condition; 
or  to  otherwise  meet  land 
health  standards  or  land  use  plan 
objectives.  Under  Alternative  C, 
if  a  permittee  runs  yearlings  and 
the  vegetative  conditions  of  an 
allotment  improve,  an  increase 
in  permitted  use  AUMS  could  be 
warranted. 
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1. 

Ted 

Doughty 

17 

1 

Minerals  and  Energy 
Resources 

In  alterniative  C,  your  proposed 
alternative,  there  are  4 1  1  K  out  of 
about  1  MM  acres  available  that  are 
NSO.  So,  40%  of  the  land  is  leasable, 
but  it  cannot  be  accessed.  Where  in 
the  plan  is  the  acre-by-acre  analysis 
that  the  BLM  conducted  to  determine 
that  every  single  acre  on  each  tract  is 
NSO.  If  not,  can  you  please  tell  me 
how  the  decision  was  made  to 
designate  each  parcel  wholly  NSO. 

CEQ  regulations  (40  CFR 

1 502. 1 )  require  that  the  BLM 
consider  reasonable  alternatives, 
which  would  avoid  or  minimize 
adverse  impacts  or  enhance  the 
quality  of  the  human 
environment.  In  the  analysis,  the 
BLM  considered  the  trade-offs 
of  managing  for  the  protection 
of  resources  and  the  resource 
use  potential  of  lands  in  the 
planning  area. 

2. 

Ted 

Doughty 

180 

1 

Minerals  and  Energy 
Resources 

The  methodology  and  designation  of 
NSO  for  these  lands  is  scientifically 
flawed.  The  BLM  used  datasets  with 
less  spatial  resolution  than  a  typical 
fluid  minerals  surface  disturbance  to 
make  this  decision.  This  flawed 
methodology  arbitrarily  puts  lands 
that  could  be  disturbed  during  fluid 
mineral  activities  into  the  no  surface 
occupancy  status  without  any 
scientific  basis. 

Geophysical  exploration  and 
access  road  construction  is 
included  in  the  NSO  stipulations. 
(RMP  Glossary  pg.343)  Also,  it 
was  assumed  that  surface  use 
location  would  be  impossible  to 
predict.  (Appendix  W.3.2) 

3. 

Ted 

Doughty 

180 

2 

Minerals  and  Energy 
Resources 

The  decision  of  NSO  should  be  done 
on  a  case-by-case  basis.  Denying 
surface  occupancy  without  knowing 
any  of  the  intended  plans  of  the  lessor 
is  arbitrary  and  poor  administrative 
policy.  It  is  predicting  the  future 
activities  without  any  information.  If 
the  land  is  leased,  there  is  no 
guarantee  that  a  drilling  permit  will 
ever  be  applied  for.  Are  there  areas 
of  less  than  a  drill  pad  that  are  already 
disturbed  on  the  41  1,000  acres  that 
could  be  re-occupied?.  There  are  so 
many  unknowns  about  the  lands  in 
question  at  the  scale  of  possible 
activities  that  this  designation  of  NSO 
for  every  acre  within  the  4 1  1 ,000 
acres  is  fundamentally  flawed. 

Stipulations  for  fluid  mineral 
leasing  are  based  on 
considerations  for  resources.  As 
such,  application  of  NSOs 
require  site  visits  or  fine-scale 
analysis  to  determine  if  a 
particular  resource  protected  by 
a  stipulation  is  present. 
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4. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

39 

Minerals  and  Energy 
Resources 

Appendix  L:  Some  of  the  fluid  mineral 
stipulations  for  Preferred  Alternative 

C  in  Appendix  L  are  not  consistent 
with  fluid  mineral  stipulations  in  RMPs 
from  other  field  offices  in  Montana.  It 
is  unclear  why  there  is  inconsistency. 

The  proposed  plan  will  include 
stipulations  from  Appendix  D 
that  were  developed  in 
conjunction  with  the  State  of 
Montana  and  will  provide  better 
consistency  with  other  RMPs  in 
Montana. 

5. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

40 

Minerals  and  Energy 
Resources 

Appendix  L:  There  are  many  FWP 
lands  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Lewistown  Field  Office,  including 
wildlife  management  areas,  state 
parks,  and  fishing  access  sites.  For 
example,  there  is  the  potential  for  oil 
and  gas  leases  to  overlap  or  be 
located  near  Smith  River  and  Sluice 
Boxes  State  Parks.  In  order  to 
protect  these  lands,  which  are 
managed  for  recreation  and  resource 
protection,  FWP  recommends  adding 
the  following  stipulation,  which  is  in 
the  BLM  Billings  Field  Office  RMP: 

State  Lands  (NSO  1  1-132):  Surface 
occupancy  and  use  is  prohibited  for 
oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  within  the  State  of 
Montana  Wildlife  Management  Areas, 
Game  Ranges,  Fishing  Access  Sites, 
and  State  Parks. 

The  proposed  plan  will  include 
stipulations  from  Appendix  D 
that  were  developed  in 
conjunction  with  the  State  of 
Montana  and  will  provide  better 
consistency  with  other  RMPs  in 
Montana. 
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6. 

Chuck 

Otto 

Anaconda 

Sportsmen's 

Club 

352 

2 

Minerals  and  Energy 
Resources 

Proposed  oil  and  gas  leases  under  the 
JVP  RMP  were  shown  to  need 
additional  analysis  if  wildlife  stipulation 
needed  to  be  added  to  the  lease.  The 
Draft  Lewistown  RMP  proposes  to 
open  99%  of  the  area  to  oil  and  gas 
leasing  without  providing  an 
substantial  anaysis  of  the  effects  of 
doing  so.  The  BLM  states  in  Chapter 

4  that  use  of  leasing  stipulations 
would  alleviate  effects  to  wildlife,  but 
does  not  account  for  nor  does  it 
analyze  new  technologies  such  as 
fracking  which  in  many  oil  and  gas 
fields  has  increased  well  densities 
from  1  well  per  640  acres  down  to  a 
well  every  five  acres.  No  analysis  of 
this  increased  spacing  is  done  and  yet 
BLM  proposes  to  open  99  %  of  the 
area  to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Once 
leases  are  issued  a  property  right  is 
commited  and  analysis  of  the  effects 
of  development  must  be  completed 
before  that  occurs. 

No  where  within  the  study  area 
has  the  spacing  been  reduced  to 

5  acre  spacing.  From  2011  to 
current,  17  horizontal  wells  have 
been  drilled  within  the  study 
area  and  only  two  were 
relatively  successful.  Horizontal 
drilling  has  its  place,  but  until  an 
economically  viable  formation  is 
discovered,  horizontal  drilling 
applications  will  be  limited. 

7. 

Shelby 

DeMars 

Montana 
Association  of 
Oil,  Gas,  and 
Coal  Counties 

353 

1 

Minerals  and  Energy 
Resources 

One  area  of  concern  is  the  apparent 
contradiction  in  the  narratives  on 
Alternative  A  and  Alternative  C  on 
fluid  mineral  activity.  The  narrative  of 
the  RMP  suggests  in  several  locations 
that  Alternative  C  has  41  1,700  acres 
that  carry  a  No  Surface  Occupancy 
(NSO)  designation  and  1  1 3,200  acres 
that  are  designated  as  Controlled 
Surface  Use  (CSU)  areas.  On  page  4- 
16  of  Volume  1  the  RMP  also  states 
that  Alternative  C,  "would  not  close 
any  additional  acres  to  fluid  mineral 
leasing,  similar  to  Alternative  A."  We 
support  not  closing  any  additional 
acres  to  fluid  mineral  leasing  and 
encourage  their  expansion.  However, 
earlier  in  the  document  on  page  4-12 
of  Volume  1,  the  RMP  states  that 
Alternative  A  has  58,300  acres  that 
are  designated  as  NSO  areas  and 

28 1 ,700  acres  that  carry  a  CSU 
designation.  The  RMP  goes  on  to 
state  that,  "areas  managed  as  CSU 

Supporting  facts  and  figures  have 
been  included  in  the  RMP/EIS. 
While  it  is  entirely  true  that 

NSO  and  CSU  designation  may 
effectively  close  acreage  to 
particular  oil  and  gas 
development  scenarios  based  on 
current  technology  and  price 
forecasts  that  determination  is 
left  up  to  individual  operators. 
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and  NSO  would  restrict  surface 
distributing  activities  related  to  fluid 
mineral  development."  These 
statements  seem  contradictory  in  that 
if  areas  managed  as  NSO  or  CSU 
would  restrict  fluid  mineral 
development,  and  Alternative  C  has  a 
greater  amount  of  NSO  acreage,  then 
it  would  seem  that  Alternative  C 
would  in  fact  present  barriers  to  fluid 
mineral  development.  This  narrative 
is  continued  on  page  4-27  of  Volume 
I  wherein  the  RMP  declares  that,  "by 
having  more  acreage  with  NSO 
stipulations  than  under  Alternative  A, 
there  would  be  less  potential  for 
effects  [in  Alternative  C]  from 
potential  spills  and  surface 
disturbance  activities  associated  with 
fluid  mineral  development  than  those 
open  to  fluid  mineral  leasing  or  those 
with  fluid  mineral  CSU  stipulations." 
While  we  recognize  that  restricting 
the  surface  use  does  not  necessarily 
close  an  area  to  fluid  mineral 
development,  however  it  can  make 
the  development  of  resources  in 
those  areas  more  difficult  in  certain 
instances-which  is  the  root  of  our 
concern. 
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8. 

Shelby 

DeMars 

Montana 
Association  of 
Oil,  Gas,  and 
Coal  Counties 

353 

2 

Minerals  and  Energy 
Resources 

Additionally,  we  have  concerns  with 
the  stated  goal  of  Alternatives  B,  C, 
and  D  to,  "reduce  greenhouse  gas 
emissions  from  authorized  activities 
to  the  lowest  practical  levels  that  are 
technically  and  economically  feasible 
based  on  current  technologies"  (Page 
2-8,  Volume  1).  While  we  agree  with 
the  use  of  economic  feasibility  as  the 
primary  criteria  for  whether  to 
implement  emission  reducing 
technologies  is  appropriate,  we  do 
not  support  the  placement  of  any 
additional  emission  regulations  on  oil 
and  gas  activities.  We  would  also 
encourage  the  BLM  to  consider 
revising  language  in  the  RMP  that 
states,  "...the  development  of 
mineral,  energy,  and  other  facilities  in 
the  planning  area  are  expected  to 
cause  unavoidable  degradation,  loss, 
and  fragmentation  of  habitats..." 

(Page  4-213,  Volume  1)  Habitats  that 
have  been  fully  reclaimed  after  energy 
development  have  been  shown  to 
have  comparable  ecological 
functionality  to  the  pre-development 
habitat. 

Page  4-213  states:  “Surface- 
disturbing  activities  and  the 
development  of  mineral,  energy, 
and  other  facilities  in  the 
planning  area  are  expected  to 
cause  the  unavoidable 
degradation,  loss,  and 
fragmentation  of  habitats,  and, 
therefore,  would  unavoidably 
affect  wildlife  that  depends  on 
these  habitat.’’ 

Page  4-214  addresses  this 
concern,  “The  associated 
surface  disturbance  from  energy 
development  is  reclaimed  after 
the  resource  is  removed.” 
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9. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

30 

Minerals  and  Energy 
Resources 

The  reasonable  foreseeable 
development  scenario  (RFD)  for  this 
Lewistown  planning  area,  compiled  in 
June  2014,  analyzes  fossil  fuel 
development  potential  from  2014- 
2033.  Five  years  have  passed  since 
that  scenario  was  finalized,  yet  the 

BLM  continues  to  use  those  figures  in 
its  RMP  analysis.  MWA  again  points 
to  the  fact  that  this  20 1 9  draft  RMP 
attempts  to  use  the  same  informative 
documents  and  analysis  prepared  for 
the  2016  draft  RMP  process,  yet 
inexplicably  comes  to  very  different 
conclusions  about  what  those  data 
present,  evidenced  by  the  change  in 
the  selected  preferred  alternative  and 
the  management  prescriptions  therein 
and  across  the  range  of  alternatives, 
particularly  when  it  comes  to  oil  and 
gas.  Where  an  agency  makes 
decisions  that  are  contrary  to  or  not 
supported  by  data,  analysis,  and 
discussion,  its  actions  are  arbitrary 
and  capricious. 

The  comments  are  correct 
indicating  5  years  have  passed 
since  the  RFD  was  finalized  and 
the  BLM  continues  to  use  the 
figures  in  its  RMP  analysis.  Since 
June  2014,  27  additional  wells 
have  been  drilled  within  the 
study  area.  The  RFD  predicted 
from  the  same  date  that  1 57 
wells  would  have  been  drilled 
during  the  same  period.  The 

RFD  over  predicted  by  1 30 
wells  within  the  same  area.  The 
BLM  views  the  RFD  as  a  tool 
that  best  estimates  the 
unrestrained  forecasted  activity 
for  the  next  20  years  in  a  given 
study  area.  The  Lewistown  RFD 
still  has  merit  going  forward 
with  the  current  planning 
document  with  the  current 
estimated  wells  to  be  drilled. 
Arguments  could  be  made  that 
the  20 1 6  draft  RMP  was 
contrary  to  or  not  supported  by 
data,  analysis,  and  discussion,  its 
actions  were  arbitrary  and 
capricious  based  on  the 
administration's  underlying 
priorities.  The  current 
administration's  priorities  yield 
the  20 1 9  document. 
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1. 

Randall 

Knowles 

S3 

1 

National  Trails 

There  needs  to  be  LOTS  of  signage 
identifying  the  access  points  for  these 
National  Trails.  The  Old  NW  Trail 
from  Canada  to  Rogers  Pass  is  an 
example  of  a  trail  we  cannot  hike  but 
is  apart  of  Montana  &  American 

History.  The  Old  NW  Trail  needs  to 
be  recognized  via  Interpretative  signs. 
Other  trials  need  excellent  signage  at 
Every  Access  Point  to  disperse  the 
users  and  create  a  better  experience. 

Providing  public  signage  is  an 
implementation-level  action. 

These  types  of  actions  were 
summarized  in  the  Draft 

RMP/EIS  in  Appendix  Q. 
Recreation  Management  Areas. 

2. 

RANDALL 

KNOWLES 

70 

1 

National  Trails 

A  number  of  local  residents  of  the 
Choteau  area  conducted  a  multi-year 
long  study  to  determine  where  they 
believed  the  trail  may  have  existed  on 
private  and  public  land  and  eventually 
issued  their  findings  that  is  available  at 
the  Choteau  library  and  the  Montana 
Historical  Society.  1  have  attached  this 
project  for  your  reference. 

The  BLM  used  the  best  available 
data  at  the  time  to  develop  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS.  The  BLM  does 
not  expect  the  difference  in 
impacts  across  alternatives  to  be 
meaningfully  altered  by  updating 
the  baseline  data  for  the  Old 

North  Trail. 

3. 

RANDALL 

KNOWLES 

70 

2 

National  Trails 

I've  also  attached  a  link  to  Walter 
McClintock's  original  book  "The  Old 
North  Trail."  Mr.  McClintock  lived 
among  the  Blackfeet  in  the  early 

1 900's.  His  book  is  the  basis  of  much 
local  legends  but  is  short  on  actual 
evidence  as  to  where  the  trail  may 
have  been  located.  Here  is  a  link  to 
his  work. 

https://archive.org/details/oldnorthtrai 
lorlOOmccluoft/page/n  1 0 

The  BLM  used  the  best  available 
data  at  the  time  to  develop  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS.  The  BLM  does 
not  expect  the  difference  in 
impacts  across  alternatives  to  be 
meaningfully  altered  by  updating 
the  baseline  data  for  the  Old 

North  Trail. 
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4. 

RANDALL 

KNOWLES 

70 

3 

National  Trails 

1  am  of  the  opinion  with  the  recent 
articles  and  documentaries  on  the 
great  human  migration 
(www.smithsonianmag.com)  as  well  as 
the  Beringina  theory 
(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Beringia) 
the  Old  North  Trail  may  in  fact  have 
been  a  travel  corridor.  However, 
little  actual  empirical  -  and  physical  - 
evidence  in  this  corridor  actually 
exists  as  to  the  paleo-indian  culture, 
although  many  locals  collected 
significant  indian  arrowheads 
collections  such  as  the  late  Bud 
Bisnette's  in  the  Great  Falls  Historical 
Society  and  the  Sun  River  pictographs 
add  another  dimension 
(http://greerservices.com/Assets/publi 
cations_pdfs/Montana/Publications/Su 
nRiverPictographs.pdf)  to  this  debate. 
Perhaps,  the  closest  actual  evidence 
of  the  paleo-indian  culture  and  human 
migration  are:  (1)  the  anzick  children  : 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Anzick_ 
Clovis_burial  (2)  and,  the  McHaffie 
site:  https://core.tdar.org/browse/site- 
name/ 1 3 1 59/mchaffie-site 

The  BLM  used  the  best  available 
data  at  the  time  to  develop  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS.  The  BLM  does 
not  expect  the  difference  in 
impacts  across  alternatives  to  be 
meaningfully  altered  by  updating 
the  baseline  data  for  the  Old 

North  Trail. 

5. 

RANDALL 

KNOWLES 

71 

1 

National  Trails 

In  addition,  ALL  Consulting  prepared 
a  May  2004  report  for  the  BLM  - 
Montana  State  Office,  Billings  and  any 
impacts  of  the  Blackleaf  Gas  Field, 
which  is  also  attached.  1  believe  one 
area  in  particular  is  BLM  land  on  or 
near  Ear  Mountain  and  the  South 

Fork  of  the  Teton  River.  In  addition, 
the  area  is  rich  in  Meitis  history  as 
these  native  peoples  lived  in  this  area 
for  many  years  after  their  persecution 
in  Canada,  which  is  described  in  the 
public  display  at  Ear  Mountain. 

Comment  noted. 
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6. 

RANDALL 

KNOWLES 

87 

1 

National  Trails 

Nevada  Creek  Ditch  in  Powell 

County  needs  to  be  designated  a 
National  Historic  Trail.  This  ditch 
runs  from  the  foot  of  the  Continental 
Divide,  starting  at  the  head  of  Nevada 
Creek  about  8  miles  NW  to 
Washington  Creek  aka  Washington 
Gulch.  Much  of  the  original  ditch  is 
preserved.  This  ditch  represents 
many  aspects  of  Montana's  history; 
Chinese  labor  and  mining. 

Comment  noted.  Establishing  a 
National  Historic  Trail  is  outside 
the  scope  of  the  RMP  process, 
only  Congress  can  approve  this 
type  of  designation.  To  qualify  as 
a  National  Historic  Trail,  a  route 
must  meet  each  of  these 
criteria.  It  must:  •  Have  been 
established  by  historic  use  and 
must  be  nationally  significant  as  a 
result  of  that  use  (i.e.,  it  must 
have  had  a  far-reaching  effect  on 
broad  patterns  of  American 
culture);  •  Be  adequately 
documented  so  that  it  can  be 
retraced;  and  •  Have  significant 
potential  for  public  recreational 
use  or  historic  interest  based  on 
historic  interpretation  and 
appreciation. 

7. 

Louis 

Ritten 

Lewis  and  Clark 
Trail  Heritage 
Foundation 

260 

1 

National  Trails 

Your  manual  direction  requires  an 
inventory  to  “...include  location  of 
high  potential  historic  sites,  high 
potential  historic  route  segments, 
cutoffs,  variants,  braided  routes,  the 
trail  tread  of  trace,  distance  zones, 
viewsheds,  resource  settings,  setting 
variables,  landscape  defining 
characteristics,  landscape  features, 
other  applicable  resources  associated 
with  the  trail  that  support  National 

Trail  purposes....”  An  arbitrary  .5  and 

1  mile  corridor  was  established  from 
which  to  conduct  the  20 1 4  VRI. 
However,  no  documentation  could  be 
found  that  showed  any  further 
analysis  was  done  to  determine  if  any 
other  factors  were  used  to  establish 
the  rationale  for  the  selected  trail 
right  of  way  or  corridor.  Although 
the  analysis  states  the  fact  that  no 
high  potential  historic  sites  (HPHS)  or 
segments  exist  on  BLM  administered 
lands,  no  documentation  was 
provided  showing  that  the  other 
values  and  associated  settings  were 
inventoried. 

All  national  Historic  Trails 
within  the  planning  area  have  a 
specific  management  agency 
which  have  established  both  an 
established  centerline  and 
management  corridor.  For  the 
Lewis  and  Clark  National 

Historic  Trail  the  National  Park 
Service  is  the  overall  managing 
agency  for  the  trail,  BLM 
management  reflects  established 
corridors  created  by  NPS. 
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8. 

Louis 

Ritten 

Lewis  and  Clark 
Trail  Heritage 
Foundation 

260 

2 

National  Trails 

The  analysis  indicates  that  there  are 

300  miles  of  the  LCNHT  within  the 
planning  area  with  only  1  mile  on  BLM 
administered  land.  Nowhere  in  the 
document  could  we  find  a  map  in 
enough  detail  to  determine  where 
that  one  mile  within  BLM’s 
jurisdiction  is  in  order  to  evaluate  the 
effects  of  the  selected  alternative  or 
to  compare  alternatives.  (Appendix 

H- 1  contains  an  empty  page  that 
would  not  download  with  the  maps, 
so  if  there  was  supporting 
information  on  that  page,  it  was  not 
available  due  to  a  technical  download 
problem.) 

All  national  Historic  Trails 
within  the  planning  area  have  a 
specific  management  agency 
which  have  established  both  an 
established  centerline  and 
management  corridor.  For  the 
Lewis  and  Clark  National 

Historic  Trail  the  National  Park 
Service  is  the  overall  managing 
agency  for  the  trail,  BLM 
management  reflects  established 
corridors  created  by  NPS. 

9. 

Louis 

Ritten 

Lewis  and  Clark 
Trail  Heritage 
Foundation 

260 

5 

National  Trails 

Although  it  is  stated  that  only  1  mile 
of  the  300  miles  of  the  LCNHT 
within  the  planning  area  is  on  BLM 
land,  nor  are  there  any  High  Potential 
Historic  Sites  (HPHS),  there  was  no 
acknowledgement  of  the  fact  that 
these  300  miles  of  trail  represent  1 5% 
of  the  trail  miles  within  the  State  of 
Montana  and  the  fact  that  there  are  9 
High  Potential  Historic  Sites  (HPHS) 
that  are  also  within  the  planning  area. 
We  believe  there  may  be 
unacceptable  visual  and  audio  effects 
on  those  resources  and  some 
reference  to  the  potential  effects 
from  the  full  extent  of  potential  oil 
and  gas  drilling  that  could  be 
permitted  on  BLM  lands  by  the 
preferred  alternative  should  have 
been  documented.  There  was  also  no 
mention  of  the  fact  the  Upper 

Missouri  River  Breaks  National 
Monument  (UMRBNM)  shares  the 
northern  boundary  of  the  planning 
area  nor  any  analysis  of  the  potential 
effects  on  the  Lewis  and  Clark  NH 

Trail  resources  due  to  this  adjacency. 

All  national  Historic  Trails 
within  the  planning  area  have  a 
specific  management  agency 
which  have  established  both  an 
established  centerline  and 
management  corridor.  For  the 
Lewis  and  Clark  National 

Historic  Trail  the  National  Park 
Service  is  the  overall  managing 
agency  for  the  trail,  BLM 
management  reflects  established 
corridors  created  by  NPS.  For 
an  in  depth  discussion  and 
analysis  of  this  trail  see  BLM 

AMS  . 
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10. 

Louis 

Ritten 

Lewis  and  Clark 
Trail  Heritage 
Foundation 

260 

6 

National  Trails 

The  Current  CMP  for  the  LCTHT  is 
out  of  date  and  should  not  be  relied 
on  for  future  resource  protection. 

On  Page  1 52  of  the  Revised  AMS,  it 
implies  that  the  resources  along  the 
trail  corridor  will  be  examined  by  the 
National  Park  Service  at  some  point 
in  the  future.  We  have  consulted  with 
the  National  Park  Service  and  they 
have  indicated  that  no  revision  of  the 
Lewis  and  Clark  NH  Trail 
Comprehensive  Plan  is  on  the 
horizon,  therefore,  that  out  of  date 
document  should  not  be  relied  upon 
for  future  resource  protection  or 
management  direction. 

NPS  began  revisions  to  the 
comprehensive  plan  for  the 
LCTHT  in  20 10,  BLM  is  utilizing 
the  most  current  management 
plan  available  until  a  revision 
occurs. 

X.3.22  NEPA 
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1. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

44 

2 

NEPA 

the  draft  RMP  is  an  extremely  difficult 
document  to  navigate  through  and 
understanding  the  changes  that  are 
being  proposed  is  no  simple  task.  A 
more  detailed  executive  summary 
that  takes  the  reader  to  the  bottom 
line  on  the  key  issues  at  stake  would 
be  most  helpful. 

The  identified  planning  issues  are 
presented  in  the  Scoping  Report 
which  is  available  for  review 
online  at 

https://go.usa.gov/xUPsP. 

2. 

Randall 

Knowles 

SO 

3 

NEPA 

the  acronym  RSC  is  not  on  the  List. 

The  acronym  list  has  been 
updated  to  include  recreation 
setting  characteristics  (RSCs). 

3. 

Louis 

Ritten 

Lewis  and  Clark 
Trail  Heritage 
Foundation 

260 

4 

NEPA 

Additionally,  Section  4. 1 .23  in  the 

2014  AMS  has  been  deleted  from  the 
revised  20 1 8  AMS.  No  explanation 
was  given  for  the  deletion.  The  2014 
AMS  contained  what  we  believe  to  be 
relevant  information  in  the  Issues  and 
Options  for  Change  section  as  listed 
on  page  384  and  385  that  should  be 
addressed  in  the  final  report. 

The  20 1 8  version  of  the  AMS 
only  updated  Chapter  2,  Area 
Profile,  of  the  20 14  AMS.  The 
remaining  chapters  and  sections 
of  the  20 1 4  AMS  have  not 
changed. 
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4. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

359 

29 

NEPA 

Under  all  alternatives,  changes  in 

Conservation  management 

Watersheds 

grazing  management  resulting  from 

objectives  outlined  in  the  20 1 5 

Project 

the  greater  sage-grouse  RMP 

Record  of  Decision  and 

amendment  are  not  implemented 

approved  resource  management 

until  site-specific  NEPA  analysis  is 

plan  amendments  for  the  Rocky 

completed  on  the  allotments.  The 

Mountain  region  are 

DEIS  sets  out  a  schedule  that 

incorporated  into  the  RMP/EIS. 

prioritizes  PHMA,  then  GHMA  for 

This  includes  reviewing  of 

permit  renewals.  However,  since  the 

grazing  permits/leases  in 

adoption  of  the  amendments  in  20 1 5, 

particular  to  determine  if 

the  LBLM  has  not  completed  any 

modification  is  necessary  prior 

permit  renewals  that  implement  the 

to  renewal  and  the  processing  of 

habitat  requirements.  This  and  the 

grazing  permits/leases  in  PHMA. 

track  record  of  the  LBLM  over  the 

The  BLM  will  begin  managing 

last  decade  in  renewing  permits 

riparian  areas  to  increase  the 

without  NEPA  analysis  is  indicative  of 

percent  of  lotic  riparian-wetland 

the  NEPA  shell  game  whereby  the 

miles  in  potential  natural 

agency  promises  action  in  some 

community  once  the  ROD  is 

future  NEPA  process  but  never 
actually  intends  to  follow  through  and 
complete  that  process.  It  is  unclear  is 
this  problem  also  applies  to  the 
reduction  of  forage  allocation  in 
Alternative  B  and  the  requirement  to 
manage  riparian  areas  for  potential 
natural  community.  Will  these  actions 
be  immediately  implemented  or  will 
site-specific  NEPA  be  required  before 
any  change  in  management  occurs.  If 
it  is  the  latter,  then  the  analysis  in  the 
DEIS  is  fundamentally  flawed  because 
it  does  not  take  a  reasonable  view  of 
the  capacity  of  the  BLM  to  implement 
the  plan  under  current  funding  and 
staffing  levels. 

signed. 
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5. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

30 

NEPA 

The  BLM  is  violating  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act,  42  U.S.C. 
§4321  et  seq.  and  its  implementing 
regulations,  40  C.F.R.  §1500  et  seq., 
by  issuing  grazing  permits  and  making 
important  grazing  management 
decisions  on  allotments  throughout 
the  planning  area  without  compliance 
with  NEPA's  environmental  analysis 
or  public  participation  requirements; 
and  by  failing  to  revise  their  outdated 
AMPs.  This  fact  is  not  remedied  by 
the  revision  process  but  is  rather 
exacerbated  by  the  clear  direction  to 
continue  issuing  status  quo  grazing 
permits  that  do  not  conform  with  the 
revised  plan.  The  direction  in  the 

DRMP  and  the  discussion  in  the  DEIS 
are  the  perfect  example  of  the  NEPA 
shell  game  whereby  analysis  is 
deferred  from  the  larger  planning 
document  to  yet  to  be  conducted 
site-specific  analysis.  However,  the 
agency  has  no  intention  of  actually 
completing  the  site-specific  analysis 
and  continues  to  permit  the 
underlying  activity  in  the  meantime. 

This  is  a  clear  violation  of  law  and 
must  be  remedied  before  a  final 
decision  is  implemented.  The 
problems  with  deferring  any  action  to 
site-specific  analysis  are  manifold 
given  the  tremendous  impact 
livestock  grazing  has  had  on  the 
ecological  conditions  of  the  LBLM 
planning  area.  WWPs  scoping 
comments  examined  in  detail  the 
impacts  of  grazing.  Unfortunately,  the 
DEIS  analysis  of  grazing  is  sparse  to 
say  the  least  and  ignores  the  degraded 
conditions  that  currently  exist  and 
are  being  exacerbated  by  current 
livestock  grazing. 

In  accordance  with  43  CFR 

4180,  the  BLM  is  required  to 
meet,  or  make  progress  toward 
meeting,  Standards  for 

Rangeland  Health  and  Guidelines 
for  Livestock  Grazing 

Management  for  Montana, 

North  Dakota  and  South  Dakota 
(BLM  1997).  The  standards  and 
guidelines  are  implemented 
through  land  health  assessments, 
standards  conformance  review 
determination  documents,  EAs, 
permit  renewals,  and  other 
permit  changes. 
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1. 

Gene  and 

Linda 

Sentz 

19 

1 

Other  Laws 

The  BLM  should  be  very  much  aware 
that  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

Heritage  Act  (RMFHA)  was  passed 
and  signed  into  law  in  2014.  This  Act 
of  Congress  withdrew  from  leasing 
and  development  all  federal  minerals 
(oil  &  gas  and  hardrock  mining)  in  all 
Lewis  and  Clark  National  Forest  lands 
along  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front.  It 
also  withdrew  federal  minerals  within 
a  6-mile  distance  east  of  the  national 
forest  boundary.  To  abide  by  this 
Congressional  mandate,  the  BLM 
must  make  sure  that  no  federal 
minerals  in  the  area  included  in  the 
RMFHA  are  to  be  opened  for  leasing 
under  your  Lewistown  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

Maps  and  GIS  have  been 
updated  accordingly. 

2. 

Gene  and 

Linda 

Sentz 

19 

2 

Other  Laws 

In  the  RMFHA,  Congress  also 
mandated  that  the  existing  travel  plan 
for  the  Outstanding  Natural  Areas 
included  in  the  Act  must  remain  just 
as  they  existed  when  the  Act  was 
passed.  The  travel  plan  for  BLM 

ONAs  along  the  Front  prohibits  all 
recreational  motorized  vehicle  use. 
Motorized  use  is  restricted  only  to 
administrative  needs  and  does  not 
include  recreational  ORVs  or 
snowmobiles.  To  abide  by  this 
Congressional  mandate  in  your 
Lewistown  Resource  Management 

Plan,  the  BLM  must  make  sure  that 
none  of  the  areas  currently 
designated  as  ONAs  are  to  be 
opened  for  motorized  recreation 
such  as  motorbikes,  ATVs,  or 
snowmobiles. 

The  BLM  has  reviewed  the 

Rocky  Mountain  Front  Heritage 
Act  and  has  confirmed 
consistency  between  this  act  and 
the  Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS. 
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3. 

Jennifer 

Ferenstein 

The  Wilderness 
Society 

193 

1 

Other  Laws 

There  are  two  federal  laws  of 
relevance:  In  2006,  a  federal  mineral 
lease  withdrawal  was  enacted  barring 
new  federal  oil  and  gas  leasing.  This 

Act  of  Congress  withdrew  from 
leasing  and  development  all  federal 
minerals  (oil  &  gas  and  hardrock 
mining)  in  all  Helena-Lewis  and  Clark 
National  Forest  lands  along  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Front  within  a  6-mile 
distance  east  of  the  national  forest 
boundary.  To  abide  by  this 
Congressional  mandate,  the  BLM 
must  make  sure  that  no  federal 
minerals  in  the  area  included  in  the 
RMFHA  are  opened  for  leasing  under 
your  Lewistown  Resource 

Management  Plan.  In  Dec.  2014,  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Heritage  Act 
designated  both  Wilderness  and 
Conservation  Management  Areas 
(CMAs)  within  the  Forest  Service  and 
BLM-managed  lands.  Specifically,  the 
approximately  1 3,000  acres  of 
Outstanding  Natural  Areas  (ONAs) 
managed  by  the  BLM  were  designated 
as  CMAs. 

Under  all  alternatives,  these 
areas  will  remain  withdrawn 
from  all  mineral  entry  under  the 
Tax  Relief  and  Health  Care  Act. 
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4. 

Jennifer 

Ferenstein 

The  Wilderness 
Society 

193 

3 

Other  Laws 

In  the  RMFHA,  Congress  also 
mandated  that  the  existing  travel 
restrictions  for  the  Outstanding 

Natural  Areas  included  in  the  Act 
must  remain  just  as  they  existed 
when  the  Act  was  passed.  The  travel 
plan  for  BLM  ONAs  along  the  Front 
prohibits  all  recreational  motorized 
vehicle  use.  Motorized  use  is 
restricted  only  to  administrative 
needs  and  does  not  include 
recreational  ORVs  or  snowmobiles. 

To  abide  by  this  Congressional 
mandate  in  your  Lewistown  Resource 
Management  Plan,  the  BLM  must 
make  sure  that  none  of  the  areas 
currently  designated  as  ONAs  are  to 
be  opened  for  motorized  recreation 
such  as  motorbikes,  ATVs,  or 
snowmobiles  as  per  the  1 989 
Headwaters  RMP  (the  document  that 
best  describes  BLM’s  management  at 
the  time  of  enactment  of  the 

RMFHA). 

Under  all  alternatives,  these 
areas  will  remain  closed  to  OHV 
travel  under  the  Tax  Relief  and 
Health  Care  Act. 

5. 

Danielle 

Murray 

Conservation 

Lands 

Foundation 

307 

1 

Other  Laws 

Under  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
Management  Act  (FLPMA),  BLM  is 
required  to  manage  the  public  lands 
on  the  basis  of  multiple  use  and 
sustained  yield.  As  the  Supreme 

Court  has  noted,  "[mjultiple  use 
management  is  a  deceptively  simple 
term  that  describes  the  enormously 
complicated  task  of  striking  a  balance 
among  the  many  competing  uses  to 
which  land  can  be  put,  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  recreation,  range, 
timber,  minerals,  watershed,  wildlife 
and  fish,  and  [uses  serving]  natural 
scenic,  scientific  and  historical  values." 
Courts  have  repeatedly  found  that 
multiple  use  does  NOT  mean  that 
development  is  required,  but  must  be 
weighed  against  the  value  of  other 
uses  including  conservation. 

FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 
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6. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

4 

Other  Laws 

Early  serai  forest  provides  important 
habitat  for  elk  and  other  wildlife,  and 
is  often  achieved  following 
disturbance  such  as  fire  or  mechanical 
thinning.  Decades  of  fire  suppression 
have  reduced  or  nearly  eliminated 
early  serai  stages  across  BLM  lands. 
RMEF  supports  the  use  of  mechanical 
thinning  and  prescribed  burning  to 
encourage  growth  of  grasses,  forbs, 
young  shrubs,  and  trees  which 
provide  critical  forage  and  cover  for 
elk  and  other  species  (Swanson  et  al. 

201  1 ).  Active  management  for  early 
serai  habitat  not  only  improves  elk 
habitat,  but  can  help  reduce  the 
threat  of  catastrophic  wildfire.  RMEF 
recommends  that  relevant 
components  of  Executive  Order 

1  3855  on  active  management  on 
America's  federal  lands  (2018)  be 
incorporated  into  the  Plan. 

As  stated  in  Section  1 .6,  the 
RMP/EIS  will  promote  active 
management  to  reduce  risk  of 
wildland  fire  consistent  with 
Secretarial  Order  3372  and 
Executive  Order  13855. 

7. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

10 

Other  Laws 

In  addition,  RMEF  recommends 
inclusion  of  relevant  components 
within  Executive  Order  1 3443  on 
facilitation  of  hunting  heritage  and 
wildlife  conservation  (2007)  and  the 
John  D.  Dingell,  Jr.  Conservation, 
Management,  and  Recreation  Act 
(2019). 

The  RMP/EIS  includes  goals, 
objectives  and  management 
actions  to  expand  hunting, 
fishing  and  recreational 
opportunities  consistent  with 
Secretarial  Order  3347, 

Secretarial  Order  3356  and 
Secretarial  Order  3366. 

8. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

12 

Other  Laws 

The  proposed  plan  violates  FLPMA 
because  it  fails  to  prevent 
unnecessary  or  undue  degradation  of 
the  PHMA  and  GHMA  lands  being 
offered  for  lease.  One  of  the  key 
requirements  of  the  20 1 5  Sage-grouse 
Plans  was  that  the  BLM  "when 
authorizing  third-party  actions  that 
result  in  GRSG  habitat  loss  and 
degradation,  the  BLM  will  require  and 
ensure  mitigation  that  provides  a  net 
conservation  gain...  to  the  species." 

The  Plan  expressly  required  such 
mitigation  when  oil  and  7  gas 
development  is  authorized  in  PHMA 
and  GHMA.8  7  Rocky  Mountain  ROD 
at  1-27  8  Id.  at  1-36 

BLM  will  follow  the  20 1 5  Sage 
Grouse  Amendment  in 
implementing  the  current  plan. 
Stipulations  for  fluid  mineral 
leasing  within  PHMA  and  GHMA 
are  contained  in  the  Special 

Status  Species  section  of 

Chapter  2. 
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9. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

14 

Other  Laws 

Under  FLPMA,  BLM  is  subject  to  a 
multiple-use  and  sustained  yield 
mandate,  which  prohibits  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  (DOI) 
from  managing  public  lands  primarily 
for  energy  development  or  in  a 
manner  that  unduly  or  unnecessarily 
degrades  other  uses.  Instead,  the  1 0 
multiple-use  mandate  directs  DOI  to 
achieve  "a  combination  of  balanced 
and  diverse  resource  uses  that  take 
into  account  the  long-term  needs  of 
future  generations."  Further,  as  co¬ 
equal,  1  1  principal  uses  of  public 
lands,  outdoor  recreation,  fish  and 
wildlife,  grazing,  and  rights-of-way 
must  receive  the  same  consideration 
as  energy  development.  12  1 0  43 

U.S.C.  §  1 732(a)  1  1  43  U.S.C.  § 

1702(c)  12  43  U.S.C.  §  1702(1)  The 
draft  RMP  appears  to  be  a 
continuation  of  DOI's  unbalanced  and 
unnecessary  "Energy  Dominance" 
agenda,  which  prioritizes  oil  and  gas 
management  above  others.  And  seeks 
to  eliminate  regulations  and  policies 
that  ensure  energy  development  is 
balanced  with  other  multiple  uses. 

None  of  the  overarching  legal 
mandates  under  which  BLM  operates 
-  be  it  13  multiple-use  or  non¬ 
impairment  -  authorizes  DOI  to 
establish  energy  development  as  the 
dominant  use  of  public  lands.  On  our 
public  lands,  energy  development  is 
an  allowable  use  that  must  be 
carefully  balanced  with  other  uses. 

Thus,  any  action  that  attempts  to 
enshrine  energy  development  as  the 
dominant  use  of  public  lands  is  invalid 
on  its  face  and  inconsistent  with  the 
foundational  statutes  that  govern  the 
management  of  public  lands.  1 3 

Interior  Secretarial  Order  #3349 
(March  29  20 1 7)  and  Executive  Order 
////////  (March  28  2017)  Federal  courts 
have  consistently  rejected  efforts  to 
affirmatively  elevate  energy 

Areas  open  to  oil  and  gas 
include  stipulations  to  protect 
other  resource  values  and  uses. 
FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 
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development  over  other  uses  of 
public  lands.  In  the  seminal  case,  New 
Mexico  ex  el.  Richardson,  v.  BLM,  the 
Tenth  Circuit  put  to  rest  the  notion 
that  BLM  can  manage  chiefly  for 
energy  development,  declaring  that  "it 
is  past  doubt  that  the  principle  of 
multiple  use  does  not  require  BLM  to 
prioritize  development  over  other 
uses."  The  statement  "Multiple  use 
management"  14  has  been  defined  in 
multiple  previous  court  cases  as 
"striking  a  balance  among  the  many 
competing  uses  to  which  land  can  be 
put."  15  14  565  F.3d  at  710  I5S.  Utah 
Wilderness  Alliance  v.  Norton,  542 

U.S.  52,  58  (2004)Therefore,  any 
action  by  BLM  that  seeks  to  prioritize 
oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  as 
the  dominant  use  of  public  lands 
would  violate  FLPMA.  BLM  1 6  must 
therefore  consider  areasonable  range 
of  alternatives  for  this  Resource 
Management  Plan  Draft  that  considers 
and  balances  the  multiple  uses  of  our 
public  lands,  consistent  with  NEPA 
and  FLPMA.  1 6  Colo.  Envtl.  Coalition 
v.  Salazar,  875  F.  Supp.  2d  1233,  1249 
(D.  Colo.  2012) 
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10. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

1 

Other  Laws 

However  the  draft  RMP  does  not 
explain  how  it  complies  with 
provisions  of  FLPMA  or  its 
implementing  regulations.  This 
obstructs  the  public's  ability  to 
understand  how  the  draft  RMP  and 
the  actions  it  will  "guide  and  control" 
would  be  consistent  with  FLPMA  and 
BLM  planning  regulations.  How  did 
the  BLM  "make  proposed  planning 
criteria,  including  any  significant 
changes,  availablebfor  public  comment 
prior  to  being  approved  by  the  Field 
Manager  for  use  in  the  planning 
process"  as  per  FLPMA  regulations? 

The  BLM  developed  preliminary 
planning  criteria  for  focused 
planning  of  the  Lewistown  RMP 
and  to  guide  decision-making  by 
topic.  These  criteria  were 
introduced  to  the  public  for 
review  in  the  NOI  published  on 
February  10,  2014  (79  Federal 
Register  7694)  and  at  all  scoping 
meetings.  The  public  was 
encouraged  to  comment  on  and 
suggest  additions  to  these 
criteria  during  the  scoping 
period.  Additional  planning 
criteria  were  identified  during 
scoping  by  individuals, 
organizations,  agencies,  and 
tribes.  The  planning  criteria  was 
included  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS, 
and  was  available  for  the  public 
to  review  and  make  comments 

on. 

1  1. 

Scott 

Bischke 

354 

2 

Other  Laws 

Honor  BLMs  multiple  use  mandate 
and  restore  balance  to  the  Lewistown 
RMP.  It  is  NOT  OK  to  manage  zero 
acres  to  protect  wilderness 
characteristics,  eliminate  all  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs),  eliminating  all  Backcountry 
Conservation  Areas,  and  determining 
that  not  one  of  the  27  eligible  stream 
segments  are  suitable  for  inclusion  in 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System,  while  at  the  same  time 
allowing  oil  and  gas  leasing  on  99%  of 
the  surface  management  area!  That  is 
not  a  balanced  management  plan. 

Areas  open  to  oil  and  gas 
include  stipulations  to  protect 
other  resource  values  and  uses. 
FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 
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12. 

Michael 

Enk 

356 

1 

Other  Laws 

The  preferred  alternative  in  the  20 1 9 
draft  plan  is  completely  unbalanced 
and  unacceptable.  It  is  a  dramatic 
reversal  of  the  2016  DRMP  prepared 
by  Lewistown  staff  and  a  public 
betrayal  of  BLM's  obligations  to 
manage  for  multiple  uses  and  to 
protect  areas  of  outstanding  natural 
values  such  as  wilderness  quality, 
essential  fish  and  wildlife  habitats  and 
irreplaceable  scenic  landscapes. 
Managing  zero  acres  to  protect 
wilderness  characteristics,  eliminating 
all  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern;  eliminating  all  Backcountry 
Conservation  Areas;  and  determining 
that  not  one  of  the  27  eligible  stream 
segments  are  suitable  for  inclusion  in 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System,  is  not  a  balanced  management 
plan. 

The  20 1 6  draft  RMP/EIS  was  an 
internal  administrative  draft  that 
was  prepared  for  review  by  BLM 
and  cooperating  agencies  only. 

This  version  was  just  one  of 
several  internal  administrative 
drafts  that  were  developed  prior 
to  the  release  of  the  Draft 

RMP/EIS  in  May  2019.  FLPMA’s 
multiple  use  mandate  does  not 
require  that  all  uses  be  allowed 
on  all  areas  of  the  public  lands. 
Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 
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13. 

Roger 

Otstot 

367 

1 

Other  Laws 

BLM's  preferred  alternative  is 
proposing  to  manage  no  acres  to 
protect  wilderness  characteristics, 
eliminate  all  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern,  and 
eliminate  all  Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas.  It  would  also 
determine  that  none  of  the  27  eligible 
stream  segments  are  suitable  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System.  However,  the 
plan  would  allow  oil  and  gas  leasing 
on  99  percent  of  the  surface 
management  area.  The  planning  for 
this  area  would  no  longer  be 
balanced.  This  preferred  alternative 
emphasizes  oil  and  gas  leasing  over 
other  resource  values  in  the  planning 
area.  1  respectfully  request  that  the 

BLM  honor  the  multiple  use  mandate 
and  restore  balance  to  the  entire 
Lewistown  planning  area. 

Areas  open  to  oil  and  gas 
include  stipulations  to  protect 
other  resource  values  and  uses. 
FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 

14. 

Jo  Ann 

Wright 

373 

1 

Other  Laws 

BLM  please  honor  your  multiple  use 
mandate  and  restore  balance  to  the 
Lewistown  RMP.  Zero  protection  for 
these  areas  is  not  acceptable. 
Washington,  D.  C.  bureaucrats  don't 
know  the  area.  Listen  to  public 
comment  and  BLM  staff 
recommendations.  Those  people 
know  the  areas  and  the  issues. 

Protect  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics,  areas  of  critical 
environmental  concern,  and 
backcountry  conservation  areas. 
Develop  a  balanced  plan  with  a  blend 
of  conservation  and  other  uses. 

Areas  open  to  oil  and  gas 
include  stipulations  to  protect 
other  resource  values  and  uses. 
FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 
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15. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

1 

Other  Laws 

FLPMA  requires  under  Title  II,  Sec. 
201-202  periodic  inventories  to  be 
conducted  on  all  Federal  Lands  to 
reflect  change  in  conditions  and  to 
identify  new  and  emerging  resources 
and  values.  There  is  no  language  in 
the  I.RMP  that  reflects  use  of  the 
latest  land  inventory  or  identifies 
what  the  new  and  emerging  resources 
and  values  are,  when  those 
inventories  took  place  and  to  what 
extent  those  inventories  were 
considered  in  development  of  the 

LRMP.  Recommend  BLM  address 
when  the  last  inventory  of  lands 
under  FLPMA  was  completed  and 
how  that  inventory  of  lands  in  the 
Lewistown  District  was  considered  in 
the  draft  LRMP. 

Per  Section  20 1  of  FLPMA,  the 
BLM  completed  an  inventory  of 
all  public  lands  and  their 
resources  and  other  values.  The 
BLM  completed  this  inventoy  in 
2016.  The  Lands  with 

Wilderness  Characteristics 

Report  for  the  Lewistown  Field 
Office  is  available  on  the  RMP 
website. 

16. 

Steve 

Forrest 

380 

1 

Other  Laws 

1  am  writing  in  opposition  to  your 
plan  to  adopt  Alternative  C  as  the 
preferred  alternative  with  respect  to 
grassland  wildlife,  and  prairie  dogs 
specifically.  Alternative  C  is 
unbalanced,  abandons  decades  of 
multiple  use  management,  and  is  likely 
illegal  with  respect  to  implementation 
of  Section  7(a)  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  (ESA),  the  Federal  Lands 
Policy  Management  Act  (See  43 

U.S.C.  1732.102(a)(8)  and 

302(d)(2)(A)),  and  the  Bankhead 

Jones  Farm  Tenant  Act.  Alternative  B 
is  also  deficient  in  these  same 
respects  in  many  ways  but  is  far 
superior  to  Alternative  C.  Alternative 

C  essentially  eliminates  future  plans 
to  manage  for  recovery  of  the 
endangered  black-footed  ferret, 
contrary  to  the  BLM's  obligations 
under  7(a)  of  the  ESA. 

FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation.  To  comply  with 
Section  7(c)  of  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  of  1 973  (ESA),  the 

BLM  consulted  the  USFWS  early 
in  the  planning  process. 

Preparation  of  the  Biological 
Assessment  for  the  Lewistown 
RMP  is  being  prepared 
separately  outside  the  RMP 
process. 
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17. 

Dan 

Roper 

391 

1 

Other  Laws 

I'm  writing  to  remind  you  of  the 

BLM's  Congressional  mandate  to 
manage  public  lands  for  multiple  uses, 
and  urge  you  to  abandon  your 
preferred  alternative  and  produce  a 
final  plan  that  responsibly  balances 
conservation  with  resource 
extraction.  My  primary  concern  is 
with  the  complete  disregard  of  the 
public's  interest  in  conserving  wildlife 
and  important  places  on  the 
landscape  while  proposing  to  allow 
nearly  every  acre  in  the  plan  area  to 
be  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing. 

This  was  certainly  not  Congress's 
intent  when  it  passed  the  1 976 

Federal  Lands  Policy  and  Management 
Act  and  in  previous  planning  guidance. 
Managing  zero  acres  of  wilderness 
characteristics  and  eliminating  all 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACECs)  is  very  concerning 
to  me,  as  there  are  many  special 
places  worthy  of  protections  and 
important  to  the  American  public  for 
whom  you  manage  these  lands.  I'm 
requesting  you  combine  elements  of 
the  alternatives  to  produce  a  balanced 
plan,  which  resembles  the  plan  BLM 
developed  back  in  2016. 

Areas  open  to  oil  and  gas 
include  stipulations  to  protect 
other  resource  values  and  uses. 
FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 
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18. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

44 

Other  Laws 

Alternative  C  states:  "No  new  sheep 
or  goat  allotments  in  areas  occupied 
by  big  horn  sheep.  Allotments 
between  current  occupied  wild 
bighorn  sheep  habitat  and  current 
sheep  allotments  would  be  reviewed 
and  reclassified  based  on  habitat, 
movement  potential,  and  current 
science  and  guidelines  to  minimize 
contact  between  domestic  sheep  and 
bighorn  sheep."  Expansion  of  the  wild 
bighorn  sheep  range  while  prohibiting 
additional  domestic  sheep  or  goat 
grazing  allotments  gives  an 
inappropriate  preference  to  bighorn 
sheep,  counter  to  the  rangeland 
protections  and  stabilization  principals 
the  Secretary  is  responsible  for  in  the 
Taylor  Grazing  Act.  While  BLM  has 
general  responsibility  to  balance 
public  lands  for  wildlife,  the  primary 
responsibility  of  the  Secretary  in  this 
instance  is  to  administrate,  improve 
and  protect  grazing  districts  for  the 
Principal  Use  of  domestic  livestock. 

43  U.S.C  §1702  (L). 

Principal  or  major  uses  under  43 
U.S.C  Section  1 702  includes,  and 
is  limited  to,  domestic  livestock 
grazing,  fish  and  wildlife 
development  and  utilization, 
mineral  exploration  and 
production,  rights-of-way, 
outdoor  recreation,  and  timber 
production.  Under  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act,  the  Secretary  is 
responsible  to  preserve  the  land 
and  resources  from  destruction 
or  unnecessary  injury,  and 
provide  for  orderly 
improvement  and  development 
of  the  range.  The  alternatives  in 
the  Draft  RMP/EIS  present  a 
range  of  altenatives  which  allow 
for  livestock  grazing  while 
preserving  resources. 

X-244 


Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Other  Laws) 


Row 

n 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

19. 

Gene 

Sentz 

402 

1 

Other  Laws 

Please  honor  BLM's  multiple  use 
mandate  and  restore  balance  to  the 
Lewistown  RMP.  Managing  zero  acres 
to  protect  wilderness  characteristics, 
eliminating  all  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern,  eliminating 
all  Backcountry  Conservation  Areas 
and  Outstanding  Natural  Areas,  and 
determining  that  not  one  of  the  27 
eligible  stream  segments  are  suitable 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System  while  at  the 
same  time  allowing  oil  and  gas  leasing 
on  99  percent  of  the  surface 
management  area  is  NOT  okay.  That 
is  NOT  a  balanced  management  plan. 

Areas  open  to  oil  and  gas 
include  stipulations  to  protect 
other  resource  values  and  uses. 
FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-24S 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Other  Laws) 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

20. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

27 

Other  Laws 

The  opening  pages  of  the  draft  state 
that  Section  1 06  consultation  "will 
occur"  but  there  is  no  real  analysis 
anywhere  else  in  the  RMP.  This  is  not 
entirely  surprising,  because  it  seems 
as  though  the  field  office  has  not 
prepared  any  inventory  nor  review  of 
the  cultural  resources  in  the  planning 
area.  For  example,  the  RMP  asserts 
that  there  is  "one  [prehistoric]  site 
per  1 34  acres  or  4.8  sites  per  square 
mile  of  inventoried  acreage,"  but 
nowhere  provides  any  information 
about  what  areas  have  or  have  1 23 
not  been  inventoried,  and  what  kind 
of  inventory  was  conducted  (ie  is  this 
information  gathered  from  a  Class  1 
review,  or  Class  II  or  III  inventory). 

The  RMP  seems  to  attempt  to  pass 

1 24  off  the  ACEC  inventory  and 
report  as  an  adequate  NHPA 
inventory.  While  several  ACECs  do 

1 25  indeed  seek  to  protect  important 
cultural  resources,  these  few  small 
areas  cannot  possibly  contain  the 
entirely  of  such  resources  for  the 
planning  area:  these  mountains, 
grasslands,  and  breaks  have  been 
inhabited  by  indeginous  peoples  for 
thousands  of  years,  and  there  are 
undoubtedly  many  many  resources  on 
these  lands  that  are  currently 
unaccounted  for  in  the  agency's 
analysis. 

A  Class  1  Cultural  Resource 
Inventory  was  conducted  in 

20 1 0  for  the  BLM  Central 

Montana  District.  The  results  of 
this  inventory  are  provided  in 
the  20 1 8  AMS  available  on  the 
project's  website.  The  Draft 
RMP/EIS  provides  a  range  of 
alternatives  for  completing 

Section  1  10  cultural  resource 
inventories. 

21. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

28 

Other  Laws 

We  recognize  inventorying  is  hard, 
time-consuming  work.  However,  it  is 
a  legal  requirement,  and  the  agency 
must  make  it  a  priority.  MWA 
requests  the  final  RMP  include  a 
management  directive  that  a  Class  1 
review  of  the  planning  area  will  be 
complete  within  three  years  of 
approval  of  the  ROD,  and  Class  II  or 
Class  III  inventories  of  priority  areas 
like  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front  and 
areas  that  have  never  been 
inventoried  or  studied  be  completed 
as  well. 

A  Class  1  Cultural  Resource 
Inventory  was  conducted  in 

20 1 0  for  the  BLM  Central 

Montana  District.  The  results  of 
this  inventory  are  provided  in 
the  20 1 8  AMS  available  on  the 
project's  website.  The  Draft 
RMP/EIS  provides  a  range  of 
alternatives  for  completing 

Section  1  10  cultural  resource 
inventories. 
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1. 

Randall 

Knowles 

SI 

2 

Out  of  Scope 

this  process  and  the  over-laying 
screens  is  NOT  a  good  system.  It 
sucks  up  a  lot  of  memory  and  causes 
other  programs  to  mis-function  AND 
it  isnot  easy  to  enter  a  second 
comment  since  you  want  comments 
by  chapter  and  section. 

Comments  on  the  ePIannning 
CARA  comment  software 
program  are  not  part  of  the 

RMP  planning  process. 

2. 

Randall 

Knowles 

56 

1 

Out  of  Scope 

Buffalo  Wallow  was  proposed  to  be 
closed  because  of  Lack  of  Legal  access 
BUT  BLM  was  still  going  to  spend  a 
bunch  of  my  tax  dollars  to  build  the 
Rancher  a  water  trough;  destroy  the 
fishing  but  help  the  rancher?  In  this 
scenario  nothing  should  be  done,  the 
rancher  can  find  his  own  water  if  he  is 
not  willing  to  give  BLM  an  easement 
to  Public  Land. 

Buffalo  Wallow  will  be 
addressed  outside  the  RMP 
process. 

3. 

Donna 

Ridgway 

143 

1 

Out  of  Scope 

I'd  like  to  comment  on  the  fence 
around  the  viewing  area  at  Slippery 

Ann.  All  over  the  west,  fences  are 
being  removed  so  elk  and  other 
wildlife  do  not  beome  cut  up  or 
entangled.  If  the  fence  around 

Slippery  Ann  viewing  area  is 
important,  1  think  it  ought  to  have 
gaps  where  the  wildlife  can  flow  freely 
in  and  out  of  the  viewing  area.  The 
area  can  still  be  marked  by  sections  of 
intact  fence  but  please  remove  the 
barb  wire. 

Specific  comments  on  the 
viewing  area  around  Slippery 

Ann  is  outside  the  scope  of  this 
RMP  process. 
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4. 

Harvey 

Nyberg 

209 

8 

Out  of  Scope 

Maintain  Wilderness  study  areas 
along  the  Missouri  River  and  the 

Chales  M  Russell  NMR.  The  current 
Wilderness  Study  areas  need  to  be 
maintained.  A  few  weeks  ago,  1  hiked 
into  the  Dog  Creek  WSA  north  of 
Winifred.  This  is  an  area  of  steep, 
rugged  terrain.  This  area  provides 
unique  recreational  opportunities, 
exceptional  wildlife  habitat,  and 
destinations  for  nonitraditional 
tourism.  Maintaining  this  as  a 
Wilderness  Study  Area  provides  our 
area  with  an  economic  drawing  card 
at  no  detriment  to  other  uses.  Studies 
by  the  University  of  Montana  have 
consistently  shown  that  high  quality 
protected  public  lands  are  a  major 
driving  force  for  local  economies. 

Our  area  needs  economic 
diversification  which  the  Dog  Creek 
and  other  Missouri  Breaks  WSA's 
provide.  These  areas  provide  those 
benefits  without  impacting  other 
traditional  uses.  These  are  also  part 
of  our  collective  Conservation  Savings 
Account. 

Out-of-scope.  These  areas  are 
outside  the  planning  area. 

5. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

5 

Out  of  Scope 

Comment:  There  are  three 

Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSA)  in  the 
LRMP  planning  area,  all  of  which  are 
under  2000  acres.  Federal  land 
managing  agendes,  including  BLM, 
need  to  align  the  criteria  for  WSA 
and  Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics  (LWC)  in  that  WSA 
have  no  minimum  acreage  criteria  yet 
LWC  require  areas  to  be  of  at  least 
5000  acres.  Because  LWC  are 
managed  to  protect  wilderness  values, 
they  become  defacto  WSA's  but 
potentially  on  a  much  larger  land 
scale.  Recommendation:  That  BLM 
give  consideration  to  aligning  acreage 
requirements  between  WSA  and 

LWC.  That  BLM  approve  ALT.  C  for 
management  of  WSA  in  the  LRMP 
planning  area  and  not  add  any  new 
WSA's. 

Addressing  BLM  policy  issues 
related  to  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  and  Wilderness 
Study  Areas  is  outside  the  scope 
of  this  RMP  process. 
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6. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

395 

28 

Out  of  Scope 

The  policy  statement  of  the  Wild  and 

The  RMP  is  not  designating  any 

Natural 

Scenic  Rivers  Act,  16  U.S.C.  1276(c) 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  only 

Resource 

requires  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 

Congress  can  formally  designate 

Coalition 

to  pursue  "close  cooperation  with 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers.  Any 

appropriate  agencies  of  the  affected 

requests  for  compensation 

State  and  its  political  subdivisions... so 

would  be  addressed  outside  the 

that  political  subdivisions  might 

RMP  process  if  Congress  were 

participate  in  the  preservation  and 
administration  of  proposed  river 
systems  or  consider  cooperative 
agreements  with  the  BLM  [16  U.S.C. 
1281(e)].  Similarly,  16  U.S.C.  1284(b) 
requires  "just  compensation"  at  the 
time  such  river  is  included  in  the 
national  wild  and  scenic  river  system, 
which  requires  the  Secretary  - 
through  its  local  field  offices  -  to 
perform  an  inventory  of  inholdings  so 
as  to  understand  what  valid  exiting 
rights  may  exist. 

to  designate  any  rivers. 

7. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

395 

28 

Out  of  Scope 

We  request  the  secretary  to  consider 

Changes  to  BLM  or  Department 

Natural 

language  changes  to  its  policy  manuals 

of  the  Interior  policy  manuals  or 

Resource 

or  a  Secretarial  Order  to 

Secretary  Orders  are  not 

Coalition 

appropriately  include  considerations 
for  local  governments  found  in  1 6 

U.S.C.  §  1276(c)  and  16  U.S.C. 

§128 1(e). 

handled  during  the  RMP  process. 
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1. 

Tom 

Halvorson 

Richland 

County, 

Montana 

334 

1 

Public  Outreach 

Pursuant  to  43  U.S.C.  §  1712(c)(9):  * 
The  Secretary  shall  provide  for 
meaningful  public  involvement  of  local 
government  officials  in  the 
development  of  land  use  decisions.  * 
Local  government  officials  are 
authorized  to  furnish  advice  to  the 
Secretary  with  respect  to  land  use 
decisions.  The  Board  of  County 
Commissioners  of  Richland  County, 
Montana  (BoCC)  exercises  its  right  of 
public  involvement  and  its 
authorization  to  furnish  advice  by  this 
comment.  The  BoCC  finds  that  the 
RMPA  will  have  a  substantial  and 
broad  ranging  impact  on  nonagency 
parties,  general  industry,  the  public, 
and  local  governments. 

FLPMA  specifically  directs  the 

BLM  to  coordinate  with  state, 
federal,  local  and  tribal 
governments  to  assist  in 
resolving  inconsistencies 
between  BLM's  land  use  plans 
and  local  land  use  plans,  to  the 
maximum  extent  consistent  with 
federal  law  and  the  purposes  of 
FLPMA.  Fergus  County  Land 

Use  Policies  have  been 
incorporated  into  Appendix  C. 
Fergus  county  participated 
extensively  in  the  development 
of  this  plan  as  a  formal 
cooperating  agency. 

2. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

6 

Public  Outreach 

Finally,  the  BLM  has  not  made 
available  its  Biological  Assessment-the 
document(s)  submitted  to  the  U.S. 

Fish  &  Wildlife  Service  for  review  on 
impacts  to  Threatened,  Endangered, 
and  Proposed  wildlife  species.  If  the 
Biological  Assessments  have  not  been 
prepared,  the  public  review  process  is 
premature. 

To  comply  with  Section  7(c)  of 
the  Endangered  Species  Act  of 

1973  (ESA),  the  BLM  consulted 
the  USFWS  early  in  the  planning 
process.  Preparation  of  the 
Biological  Assessment  for  the 
Lewistown  RMP  is  being 
prepared  separately  outside  the 
RMP  process.  BLM  is  not 
required  to  make  the  Biological 
Assessment  available  to  the 
public. 

3. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

2 

Public  Outreach 

a  decision  to  eliminate  conservation 
protections  in  the  agency's  preferred 
alternative  appears  to  have  occurred 
at  the  very  end  of  the  planning 
process,  undermining  years  of 
collaborative  engagement  among  local 
and  state  partners  to  further  shared 
management  objectives. 

The  BLM  requested  cooperating 
agency  participation  because  of 
their  expertise;  their 
participation  does  not  constitute 
their  approval  of  the  analysis, 
conclusions,  or  alternatives 
presented  in  this  EIS;  for  these, 
the  BLM  is  solely  responsible. 
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4. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 

338 

24 

Public  Outreach 

Chapter  2,  Section  2.7  Table,  Line 

Montana 

279,  Livestock  Grazing  (Pg.  2-38): 
Evaluation  of  grazed  BLM  acres  (i.e., 
level  of  AUM  or  timing  of  livestock 
grazing  period(s))  surrounding  the  Ear 
Mountain  Wildlife  Management  Area 
should  be  done  in  consultation  with 

FWP  staff  and  in  conjunction  with 
grazing  practices/evaluation  on  the 

WMA  for  consistency  and 
wildlife/habitat  benefit. 

Response 


During  allotment  evaluations, 
the  BLM  would  work  with 
MFWP  and  surrounding 
landowners  to  ensure 
adjustements  support  wildlife 
and  habitat  goals. 


5. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 

338 

43 

Public  Outreach 

The  strategy  adopted  by  the  BLM's 

Comments  on  the  Department 

Montana 

Washington  DC  review,  which  1 

of  Interior's  internal  RMP/EIS 

understand  to  be  common  to  the 

review  process  is  outside  the 

other  six  draft  RMPs  released  since 

scope  of  this  RMP. 

March  of  this  year  across  the  country, 
not  only  disregards  BLM's  FLPMA 
responsibilities  for  balanced 
management,  it  creates  disincentives 
for  public  engagement  in  the  planning 
process  and  muddies  public  discourse 
over  key  management  decisions 
intended  to  guide  the  agency  for 
decades  to  come 
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6. 

Patrick 

Lendrum 

World  Wildlife 
Fund 

361 

7 

Public  Outreach 

The  Draft  Lewistown  RMP  states  that 
when  the  RMP  is  completed  it  will 
"provide  a  comprehensive  plan  to 
enhance  or  maintain  resource 
conditions  and  to  provide  for  the 
economic  needs  of  local  communities 
over  the  long  term".  WWF  believes 
that  this  needs  to  be  addressed  prior 
to  the  final  plan  is  put  in  place  to 
increase  transparency  of  what  is  at 
stake  for  local  communities.  Energy 
extraction  is  often  attractive  to  rural 
communities  because  of  potential 
employment  opportunities  and 
county  revenue.  However,  these 
opportunities  are  often  short  lived 
with  the  boom  and  bust  cycle  of  oil 
and  gas  market.  Furthermore,  if  the 
Heath  formation  proves  to  be  the 
"boom"  predicted  that  could  rival  the 
Bakken  in  terms  of  production  per 
area  (USGS  20 1 6),  the  associated 
influx  of  non-local  workers  could 
resulted  in  negative  impacts  to  the 
community.  Other  western 
communities  have  experienced 
increases  in  violent  crimes  (Berger 
and  Beckmann  2009)  and  poaching  of 
wildlife  during  the  rapid  expansion  of 
an  oil  boom  (Berger  and  Daneke 

1 988).  Acknowledgment  for  how 
additional  security  can  be  provided  if 
needed  for  local  communities  should 
be  considered  now.  Furthermore,  if 
water  quality  degrades  as  stated 
above,  that  could  also  impacts  the 
health  and  livelihoods  of  local 
communities.  Likewise,  increased  risk 
of  wildfire  resultant  from  the  spread 
of  invasive  species  (i.e.  cheatgrass) 
possess  additional  threats  to  human 
communities  with  associated 
economic  cost.  These  are 
considerations  that  the  public 
deserves  to  be  made  aware  of  while 
commenting  on  proposed  changes 
that  will  have  direct  impacts  to  local 
communities. 

The  RMP/EIS  includes  and 
analysis  of  impacts  on  social  and 
economic  conditions.  This 
analysis  includes  social  effects, 
such  as  access  values,  customs 
and  cultural  interests  calues, 
economic  development  values, 
healty  sustainable  resource 
values,  and  open  space  values. 
Chapter  4  has  been  revised  to 
more  explicitly  discuss  social  and 
economic  effects  from  a 
potential  "boom."  Appendix  W 
includes  the  methodology  used 
to  prepare  the  analysis  of  social 
and  economic  conditons. 
Additional  analysis  of  impacts  on 
wildlife,  water  quality  and 
wildlfire  are  provided  under 
these  topic  areas  in  the  RMP/EIS. 
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7. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

3 

Public  Outreach 

LRMPVol.  1.  page  1-6,  para  1.5.5. 

(RAC  Collaboration)  Comment: 

BLM's  stated  intent  to  collaborate 
with  the  local  Resource  Advisory 
Council  (RAC)  is  no  longer  valid  in 
that  the  MC  no  longer  exists. 
Recommendation:  That  paragraph 

1 .5.5  be  deleted  from  Volume  1  of  the 
LRMP.  Reference:  Vol.  Ill,  pages  C-2 
&  C-3  and  para  C-2  &  C.2.3.  (Related 
Land  Use  Plans) 

Text  has  been  revised  in  Section 
1.5.5  to  only  discuss  previous 

RAC  involvement. 

8. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

1 

Public  Outreach 

Steps  taken  by  the  current  DOI  and 
BLM  excluded  the  public  from 
meaningful  engagement  on  this  plan. 

In  the  three  year  delay  since  the 
creation  of  the  2016  RMP,  the  agency 
did  not  offer  any  additional  public 
comment  periods  or  any  public 
explanation  as  to  the  delay  on  the 
release  of  the  draft  RMP.  While  the 
2016  draft  was  submitted  under  the 
previous  presidential  administration, 
it  became  the  duty  of  the  current 
administration  to  effectively  and 
efficiently  review  and  release  a  sound 
document  to  the  American  public  for 
comment  as  required  by  NEPA.  The 
DOI  failed  in  its  duty  to  engage  the 
public  on  a  plan  developed  and  ready 
for  public  review,  and  instead  chose 
to  keep  Americans  in  the  dark  for 
nearly  three  years. 

The  20 1 6  draft  RMP/EIS  was  an 
internal  administravtive  draft 
that  was  prepared  for  review  by 
BLM  and  cooperating  agencies 
only.  This  version  was  just  one 
of  several  internal  administrative 
drafts  that  were  developed  prior 
to  the  release  of  the  Draft 

RMP/EIS  in  May  2019. 
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X.3.26  Public  Safety 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

1. 

Andy 

Treharne 

Federal  Lands 
Hunting,  Fishing 
and  Shooting 
Sports 
Roundtable 

305 

3 

Public  Safety 

Under  the  heading  Public  Safety  on 
page  3.5.3,  the  DRMP  states  that  "The 
BLM  is  required  to  address 
abandoned  mines,  target  shooting, 
unexploded  ordnance,  mass 
movement,  hazardous  waste  and 
other  public  hazards."  There  is  no 
explanation  as  to  why  the  BLM  has 
added  a  recreational  activity  that  has 
historic  and  legitimate  ties  to  public 
lands  on  a  list  of  public  hazards.  If  the 
BLM  were  treating  target  shooting  as 
a  public  hazard,  it  would  not  be  able 
to  justify  keeping  federal  public  lands 
open  to  target  shooting  as  it  is 
proposing  to  do  in  Alternatives  A,  C, 
and  D,  and  questionably  in  Alternative 

B.  Furthermore,  the  statement 
contradicts  the  MOU  mentioned 
above,  as  well  as  on  page  1  -8  of  the 
DRMP.  We  strongly  recommend  that 
target  shooting  be  removed  from  this 
list  in  the  final  RMP. 

Scoping  identified  public 
concerns  with  discharge  of 
firearms  in  the  urban  interface. 

The  RMP/EIS  has  identified 
action  alternatives  to  address 
this  issue. 
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# 

First  Name 
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Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

1. 

Doug 

Krings 

Montana 
Chapter  Back 
Country 
Hunters 

45 

1 

Purpose  and  Need 

Montana  BHA  evaluated  the  Purpose 
and  Need  (ES.2)  that  were  identified 
by  the  BLM  which  prompted  the  need 
for  this  RMP  revision;  our  responses 
are  as  follows:  •  How  can  the  BLM 
manage  public  land  uses  while 
maintaining  and  improving  terrestrial 
and  aquatic  habitats?  MT  BHA 

Response:  Simply  put,  the  preferred 

Alt  C  fails  to  "maintain  and  improve 
terrestrial  and  aquatic  habitats." 
Opening  9 1  %  of  the  area  to  energy 
development  fails  to  "maintain  and 
improve  terrestrial  and  aquatic 
habitats."  Pumping  and  discharging 
ground  water  during  energy 
development  -  water  that  is  critical  to 
sustaining  springs  in  this  arid 
environment  -  does  not  "maintain  and 
improve  terrestrial  and  aquatic 
habitats."  Disregarding  existing 
protections  for  sage  grouse  "fails  to 
maintain  and  improve  terrestrial  and 
aquatic  habitats."  Disregarding 
protection  afforded  ACECs  "fails  to 
maintain  and  improve  terrestrial  and 
aquatic  habitats."  Therefore, 

Preferred  Alternative  C  should  be 
dismissed  as  not  meeting  the  intent 
for  this  revision. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c).  Alternative  C 
identifies  management  goals, 
objections,  actions  and  allowable 
uses  that  addresses  those 
planning  issues. 
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# 
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# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 
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2. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

4 

Purpose  and  Need 

In  addition  to  the  failure  of  the  DEIS 
to  express  a  need  for  action  based  on 
the  failure  of  the  previous  RMPs  to 
significantly  improve  degraded 
conditions  on  BLM  lands  or  even  to 
require  and  accomplish  adequate 
monitoring  to  identify  the  ecological 
condition  of  the  landscape  in  a 
manner  that  allows  for  trend 
determination,  the  Purpose  and  Need 
for  Action  sections  fails  to  mention 
adaptation  to  climate  change  as  a 
changed  circumstance  that  requires 
action.  While  climate  change  is 
moderately  addressed  in  the  DEIS, 
the  emphasis  on  creating  a 
management  paradigm  to  address  the 
myriad  threats  to  ecological, 
economic  and  social  health  is  severely 
lacking. 

The  need  for  the  RMP  revision 
is  to  address  policies  and 
resource  issues  that  have  arisen 
since  the  adoption  of  the 
previous  RMPs.  The  purpose 
and  need  doesn't  list  all  the 
resources  analyzed  in  the  RMP. 
Chapter  2  includes  proposed 
management  actions  that 
address  climate  change. 

3. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

5 

Purpose  and  Need 

Furthermore,  the  DEIS  identifies 
livestock  grazing  in  several  instances 
as  the  primary  cause  of  impairment  in 
the  planning  area.  Certainly,  this 
should  trigger  the  BLM  to  assess  the 
current  management  activities  as  one 
of  the  primary  drivers  for  action. 

The  need  for  the  RMP  revision 
is  to  address  policies  and 
resource  issues  that  have  arisen 
since  the  adoption  of  the 
previous  RMPs.  The  purpose 
and  need  doesn't  list  all  the 
resources  analyzed  in  the  RMP. 
Chapter  2  includes  proposed 
management  that  addresses 
livestock  grazing  and  the  analysis 
of  impacts  from  grazing  on  other 
resources  is  included  in  Chapter 

4  and  Appendix  W.  Management 
actions  in  Chapter  2  and  other 
planning  criteria,  such  as 
conformance  with  Standards  for 
Rangeland  Health  and  Guidelines 
for  Livestock  Management 
further  address  livestock  grazing. 

X-256 


Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Purpose  and  Need) 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

4. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

44 

Purpose  and  Need 

In  several  instances,  the  DEIS 
identifies  livestock  grazing  as  the 
primary  cause  of  impairment  in  the 
planning  area  but  for  some  reason, 
does  not  even  see  fit  to  address  this 
as  part  of  the  purpose  and  need  for 
plan  revision.  This  is  also  further 
evidence  that  Alternative  C  does  not 
meet  the  requirements  of  FLPMA  and 
is  illegal  on  it's  face.  Some  example 
from  the  DEIS  include:  Because 
livestock  grazing  is  one  of  the  primary 
causes  of  stream  impairment  in  the 
planning  area,  management  to  reduce 
its  effects  would  have  some  of  the 
greatest  effects  on  improving  water 
quality  under  this  alternative,  and  vice 
versa  (DEIS,  p.  121) 

The  need  for  the  RMP  revision 
is  to  address  policies  and 
resource  issues  that  have  arisen 
since  the  adoption  of  the 
previous  RMPs.  The  purpose 
and  need  doesn't  list  all  the 
resources  analyzed  in  the  RMP. 
Chapter  2  includes  proposed 
management  that  addresses 
riparian  health  and  livestock 
grazing.  The  analysis  of  impacts 
from  grazing  on  other  resources 
is  included  in  Chapter  4  and 
Appendix  W. 

5. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

19 

Purpose  and  Need 

Motorized  recreation  represents  and 
supports  many  different  interests  of 
forest  visitors.  Supporting  motorized 
recreation  is  the  best  way  to  support 
diversity  of  uses  and  multiple-use. 

This  over-arching  fact  must  be 
adequately  addressed  in  the  purpose 
and  need  and  adequately  considered 
in  the  analysis  and  decision. 

The  need  for  the  RMP  revision 
is  to  address  policies  and 
resource  issues  that  have  arisen 
since  the  adoption  of  the 
previous  RMPs.  The  purpose 
and  need  doesn't  list  all  the 
resources  analyzed  in  the  RMP. 
Chapter  2  includes  proposed 
management  that  addresses 
motorized  recreation  and  the 
analysis  of  impacts  from 
motorized  recreation  on  other 
resources  is  included  in  Chapter 

4  and  Appendix  W. 
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# 
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# 
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# 
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1. 

Heidi 

Anderson 

4 

1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

1  would  like  to  see  the  option  that 
protected  200,000  acres  with 
wilderness  characteristics  in  Central 
Montana  put  back  in. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

2. 

Scott 

Laird 

21 

2 

Range  of  Alternatives 

1  also  request  that  the  BLM  take  steps 
to  ensure  the  conservation  of 
identified  big  game  migration 
corridors  and  winter  range.  This 
should  include  not  only  conserving 
corridors  that  have  already  been 
mapped  and  analyzed  by  Montana 

Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks,  but  also 
ensuring  that  the  RMP  is  able  to 
conserve  migration  corridors  that  will 
be  mapped  in  the  future. 

See  row  109  in  Section  2.7 
Alternatives  Comparison,  this 
management  action  compares 
the  maintenance  and 
enhancement  of  wildlife  habitat 
objective  among  the  range  of 
alternatives.  Site-specific  issues 
will  be  addressed  during 
implementation-level  planning. 

3. 

T  racey 

Vivar 

37 

1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

It  is  nothing  more  than  a  planned  land 
grab  for  oil  and  gas  exploitation: 
nearly  every  single  acre  of  this  intact 
grassland  ecosystem  is  proposed  to 
be  opened  to  oil  and  gas  exploration, 
despite  the  fact  that  the  BLM  knows 
there's  little  to  no  potential  for 
significant  commercial  development. 

All  of  the  Breaks  country  is  a  wildlife 
Eden.  These  areas  account  for  nearly 
$4  million  dollars  in  economic  activity 
for  Petroleum  and  Fergus  counties 
through  big  game  hunting.  Nearly  all 
of  the  public  land  in  Musselshell 

Breaks  Country  deserves  the  highest 
level  of  BLM  protection,  it  is  the 
definition  of  wilderness  character  and 
should  be  conserved,  not  exploited. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 
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4. 

Gordon 

Whirry 

38 

1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

1  urge  you  to  honor  the  BLM  multiple 
use  mandate  and  develop  a  balanced 
management  plan  that  addresses 
conservation  and  backcountry 
recreation.  Allowing  oil  and  gas 
leasing  on  99%  of  this  land  is  not 
balanced.  While  Alternate  B  is 
preferable  to  the  proposed  Alternate 

C,  it  should  still  give  more  priority  to 
protecting  the  200,000  acres  having 
wilderness  characteristics.  Specific 
measures  1  recommend  are:  *  Prohibit 
oil  and  gas  leasing  of  all  Areas  of 

Critical  Environmental  Concern  and 
manage  those  that  are  also 

Outstanding  Natural  Areas  per 
existing  Federal  and  BLM  regulations. 

*  Manage  wild  units  adjacent  to  the 
CMR  Wildlife  Refuge  and  Upper 
Missouri  River  Breaks  National 
Monument  with  preservation  of 
wilderness  character  as  the  priority. 
Prohibit  oil  and  gas  leasing.  *  Protect 
the  wilderness  characteristics  of  wild 
areas  near  the  Big  Snowies 

Wilderness  Study  Area.  *  Prioritize 
big  game  habitat  conservation  in  wild 
areas  such  as  Dovetail  Creek,  Chain 
Buttes  and  Horse  Camp  Trail.  * 
Recommend  Sacajawea 

Creek/Crooked  Creek  for  inclusion 
in  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 
Protect  all  existing  Wilderness  Study 
Areas  and  exclude  motorized  use.  * 
Clarify  definition  and  management  of 
Backcountry  Conservation  Areas, 
allowing  for  non-motorized 
recreational  use.  *  Consider  that 
recreational  use,  especially  hunting,  is 
more  likely  to  boost  to  the  local 
economy  than  uncertain  energy 
development.  Loss  of  this  could 
impact  the  $4  million  currently 
supporting  Fergus  and  Petroleum 
counties.  *  Consider  the  impacts  of 
climate  change  on  management  and 
protection  of  these  lands. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 
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5. 

Doug 

Krings 

Montana 
Chapter  Back 
Country 
Hunters 

45 

7 

Range  of  Alternatives 

323.  We  have  strong  objections  to 
Alternative  B  stipulation  for  the 

Durfee  Hills.  Without  a  land-based 
public  ROW  accessing  the  Durfees 
through  private  land  (one  currently 
does  not  exist),  recreationists  - 
including  hunters  -  would  be  unable 
to  access  or  use  the  Durfees  under 

Alt  B  stipulation,  "Action:  Manage  the 
Durfee  Hills  area  as  closed  to 
motorized  travel.  Instead,  it  is  only 
reasonable  to  allow  aerial  access  to 
the  Durfee  Hills  as  per  the  stipulation 
for  Alternative  D  Action:  Manage  the 
Durfee  Hills  SRMA  to  support 
recreational  opportunities  (primarily 
big-game  hunting)  for  fixed-wing 
aircraft  and  helicopters. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

6. 

Sam 

Haraldson 

99 

1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Furthermore,  regarding  Alternative  C 
consider  the  BLM's  mission 
statement,  "The  Bureau  of  Land 
Management's  multiple-use  mission  is 
to  sustain  the  health  and  productivity 
of  the  public  lands  for  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  present  and  future 
generations.  The  Bureau  accomplishes 
this  by  managing  such  activities  as 
outdoor  recreation,  livestock  grazing, 
mineral  development,  and  energy 
production,  and  by  conserving 
natural,  historical,  cultural,  and  other 
resources  on  public  lands  (emphasis 
added)."  1  do  not  believe  Alternative 

C  meets  the  multiple  use  mission  of 
the  BLM  stated  above.  It  is  apparent 
throughout  the  assessment  of 
Alternative  C  that  commitment  to 
perceive  short-term  economic 
possibilities  would  be  sacrificing 
common-sense  protections  and  fails 
to  protect  key  and  unique  areas 
within  the  planning  area  desired  by 
present  and  future  generations. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 
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7. 

Catherine 

Grott 

107 

1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

The  current  BLM  "preferred 
alternative"  does  not  include  any 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 

Conern  or  Wilderness  Study  aAreas 
for  protection  from  development 
contrary  to  Federal  law. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  The  goal  for 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  for  all 
alternatives  will  be  to  mange  to 
preserve  the  wilderness 
characteristics  of  WSAs. 

8. 

Patricia 

Rosenleaf 

129 

1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

1  would  ask  that  the  BLM  honor  their 
multiple  use  mandate  and  restore 
balance  to  the  Lewistown  RMP. 
Managing  zero  acres  to  protect 
wilderness  characteristics,  eliminating 
all  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern;  eliminating  all  Backcountry 
Conservation  Areas;  and  determining 
that  not  one  of  the  27  eligible  stream 
segments  are  suitable  for  inclusion  in 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System,  is  not  a  balanced  management 
plan. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

9. 

John 

Sullivan  III 

132 

1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

After  careful  evaluation  of  this  Draft, 
Alternative  C  does  not  meets  the 
multiple  use  mission  of  the  BLM 
stated  above.  It  is  apparent 
throughout  the  assessment  of 
Alternative  C  that  commitment  to 
perceive  short-term  economic 
possibilities  would  be  sacrificing 
common-sense  protections  and  fails 
to  protect  key  and  unique  areas 
within  the  planning  area  desired  by 
present  and  future  generations. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-261 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Range  of  Alternatives) 


10.  Tony 


Range  of  Alternatives 


The  BLM  must  honor  its  multiple-use 
mandate  and  restore  balance  to  the 
Lewistown  RMP.  Managing  zero  acres 
to  protect  wilderness  characteristics, 
eliminating  all  areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern;  eliminating 
all  Backcountry  Conservation  Areas; 
and  determining  that  not  one  of  the 
27  eligible  stream  segments  are 
suitable  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System,  while 
at  the  same  time  allowing  oil  and  gas 
leasing  on  99  percent  of  the  surface 
management  area  is  NOT  okay.  That 
is  an  out  of  balanced  management 
plan. 


FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 
BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 
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1  1. 

Peter 

Lesica 

Montana  Native 
Plant  Society 

176 

1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

2.7,  p.54  Acid  shale  forests  have 
unique  vegetation  and  may  support 
rare  plants  and  animals.  For  example, 
Bruce  McCune  (Oregon  State 
University)  has  identified  five  species 
of  rare  lichens  in  the  genus  Cladonia 
that  occur  on  acid  shale  in  the  Mosby 
and  Briggs  Coulee  areas.  One  of 
these  appears  to  be  a  species  new  to 
science.  MNPS  believes  that  special 
designation  should  be  given  to  areas 
of  acid  shale  forests  in  the  Mosby 
area  and  perhaps  expanded  in  the 

War  Horse  area  to  protect  these 
rare  and  fragile  plant  communities  and 
the  rare  organisms  they  support. 
Contact  Bruce  McCune  for  more 
information  on  the  rare  lichens 
(mccuneb@oregonstate.edu).  There 
are  several  BLM  Outstanding  Natural 
Areas  (ONA)  along  the  Front  Range 
of  the  Rockies.  Ear  Mountain, 
Blindhorse,  Chute  Mountain  and 

Deep  Creek/Battle  Creek  all  have 
significant  limber  pine  woodlands  and 
should  continue  to  be  protected.  The 
Ear  Mountain  ONA  has  several  small 
wetlands  including  a  small  fen 
supporting  a  population  of  round¬ 
leaved  orchis  (Amerorchis 
rotundifolia  =Orchis  rotundifolia). 

Acid  Pineshale  ACEC  will  be 
included  in  Proposed  Plan. 

Under  all  alternatives,  the 

ONAs  would  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas  under  the  Rocky 

Mountain  Front  Heritage  Act. 

12. 

Peter 

Lesica 

Montana  Native 
Plant  Society 

176 

2 

Range  of  Alternatives 

2.7,  p.  1 9-20  MNPS  believes  that  areas 
of  public  lands  should  be  surveyed  for 
biological  values  (i.e.,  sensitive  plants 
and  animals)  prior  to  being  made 
available  for  mineral  leasing.  This 
helps  to  avoid  problems  further  along 
in  the  process  of  mineral  leasing  and 
extraction. 

At  the  RMP  level,  stipulations 
are  applied  to  protect  the 
various  resources  in  the  Field 
Office.  Before  approval  of  site- 
specific  activities,  additional 
inventories  and/or  information  is 
considered  in  the  site-specific 
approval  process. 
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13. 

Peter 

Lesica 

Montana  Native 
Plant  Society 

176 

3 

Range  of  Alternatives 

2.7,  p.  12-14  BLM  administers  ca.  one 
million  acres  of  prairie  that  has  been 
converted  to  stands  of  crested 
wheatgrass.  These  stands  usually  have 
low  native  plant  species  diversity 
resulting  in  poor  animal  diversity. 

MNPS  does  not  believe  that  these 
stands  should  be  “improved”  to 
increase  production.  Rather  MNPS 
believes  that  BLM  should  make  an 
effort  to  restore  crested  wheatgrass 
stands  to  some  semblance  of  native 
vegetation.  At  least  one  attempt  has 
been  made  along  these  lines,  and 
researchers  at  Montana  State 

University  are  working  on  developing 
restoration  protocols.  The  Billings 
District  management  plan  addressed 
this  issue  by  setting  annual 
restoration  goals.  Only  species  native 
to  a  site  should  be  used  in 
restoration.  Using  exotic  species 
frequently  creates  greater  problems 
than  those  it  was  meant  to  address; 
witness  Lehmann  lovegrass  and 

Garrison  creeping  foxtail.  MNPS 
agrees  with  the  goal  of  improving  the 
condition  of  sagebrush  steppe, 
grasslands,  shrublands  and  forest 
vegetation. 

The  range  of  alternatives  in 
Chapter  2  considers  an 
alternative  that  focuses  on 
restoring  crested  wheatgrass. 
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14. 

Peter 

Lesica 

Montana  Native 
Plant  Society 

176 

4 

Range  of  Alternatives 

2.7,  p.  15-16  Wetlands  and  riparian 
areas  occupy  only  a  small  portion  of 
the  landscape,  but  support  a  large 
portion  of  the  biological  diversity.  For 
this  reason  they  should  be  protected 
and  enhanced  when  possible. 

Protecting  biological  diversity  should 
be  the  primary  goal  in  management  of 
riparian  areas.  Historical  bison  grazing 
was  not  common  in  riparian  areas,  so 
riparian  vegetation  has  not  evolved 
with  grazing  pressure  as  the  uplands 
have.  These  areas  should  be 
protected  from  livestock  grazing  as 
much  as  possible  by  being  fenced  out 
of  allotments  or  through  regular 
deferments.  Impoundments  may  be 
contributing  to  reduced  spring  flows 
in  smaller  drainages  with  the  result 
that  cottonwood  recruitment  is 
becoming  unlikely  or  impossible. 

Roads  and  powerline  corridors 
should  be  minimized  in  riparian 
corridors. 

The  range  of  alternatives  in 
Chapter  2  considers  an 
alternative  that  has  objectives 
and  management  actions  that 
address  PFCs.  Also  addressed  in 
site-specific  analysis 
implementing  standards  and 
guidelines  for  rangeland  health. 

15. 

Peter 

Lesica 

Montana  Native 
Plant  Society 

176 

5 

Range  of  Alternatives 

2.7,  16-17  Leafy  spurge  can  become  a 
serious  threat  to  the  integrity  of 
native  grasslands  and  steppe.  Nascent 
infestations  should  be  treated 
promptly.  Larger  infestations  should 
be  mapped  and  biocontrol  introduced 
for  control.  Russian  olive  can  become 
a  problem  in  riparian  areas  and 
reduce  the  likelihood  of  cottonwood 
recruitment.  It  should  be  eliminated 
from  all  riparian  areas.  Restoration 
measures,  such  as  seeding  appropriate 
native  species,  should  be  applied 
immediately  after  mechanical  or 
chemical  treatments.  Otherwise  the 
same  weed  or  a  different  one  will 
invade  the  open  ground  created  by 
treatment  (see  Pearson  et  al.  20 1 6. 
Biological  Conservation).  MNPS 
believes  that  disturbance  of  areas 
with  weed  infestations  should  be 
minimized  until  the  infestation  is 
controlled. 

The  range  of  alternatives  in 
Chapter  2  includes  objectives 
and  management  actions  that 
address  invasive  species. 
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16. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

4 

Range  of  Alternatives 

View  sheds  and  Visual  Resources 
(Page  2.29  #219  and  #221): 
Classification  for  VRM  1,  II,  III  and  IV. 
We  would  offer  the  same  comment 
as  we  did  on  National  trails  as  to  how 
an  entire  area  be  classified  as  the 
same  VRM.  There  are  roads,  water 
lines,  water  tanks,  and  yes  there  are 
areas  that  are  used  for  grazing  so 
there  is  evidence  of  livestock.  Most  of 
these  areas  we  feel  should  be  VRM 

IV.  We  also  feel  that  ngiht  skies 
should  be  omitted  as  you  have  no 
control  over  what  lights  are  put  up 
on  private  lands  and  if  it  was 
pertaining  to  a  mineral  lease  could  be 
included  in  the  stipulations. 

Man-made  features  on  the 
landscape  do  not  multiple  VRM 
classes  to  be  designated  over  a 
specific  area.  BLM  Manual  8400 
describes  the  VRM  classification 
process.  The  range  of 
alternatives  in  Chapter  2 
includes  objectives  and 
management  actions  that 
address  visual  resources.  BLM 
would  use  BMPs  to  reduce 
impacts  on  dark  skies. 

17. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

5 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Water  Resources/Surface  Water 
Impoundments  (Page  2.10  #43and 
#49):  Alternative  B,  C  and  D  are 
increasing  riparian  wetland  miles  from 
63%  to  80%.  The  no  action 

Alternative  A  states  maintain  or 
improve.  If  the  current  management 
of  riparian  wetlands  is  at  63%,  Fergus 
County  suggests  maintaining  a  goal 
range  over  63%  to  reach  80%.  This 
goal  would  give  the  BLM  flexibility  in 
managing  without  putting  undue 
restrictions  on  users.  Fergus  County 
also  has  concerns  about  how  BLM 
plans  to  monitor  the  riparian  area  to 
ensure  the  area  is  reaching  the  80% 
goal.  Additionally,  Fergus  County  is 
concerned  about  the  impacts  on 
users  if  the  area  did  not  or  was  not 
capable  of  reaching  the  80%  goal. 
Alternative  B  and  D  (#49)  imply  to 
maintain  or  decrease  the  number  of 
impoundments.  The  only  way  an 
impoundment  should  be  decreased  is 
if  ample  water  is  available  for 
livestock  and  wildlife  use.  Fergus 

County  argues  against  putting  undue 
burdens  on  allotments. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  The  BLM  developed 
a  range  of  alternatives  in  the 

Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  water  resources 
and  to  meet  the  purpose  and 
need  and  other  goals.  These 
goals  are  consistent  with  NEPA 
regulations  at  40  CFR  1 50 1  (c). 
Alternative  C  now  matches 
language  in  Alt  D  for  riparian 
health  and  for  impoundment 
treatment  criteria  and  provides 
management  flexibility. 
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18. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

6 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Wildlife,  Habitat  and  Raptors  (Page 

2. 18  #1  17):  Electrocution  of  Wildlife/ 
Avian  Collisions  with  Power  Lines. 
Fergus  County  has  4  main  concerns: 

1 )  The  action  states  different 
terminology:  (1)  collision  and 
electrocution  of  wildlife;  and  (2)  it 
also  states  to  prevent  future  wildlife 
collisions.  This  terminology  is 
confusing.  We  do  not  agree  with  the 
term  wildlife  being  used  in  the 
classification  of  avian  powerline 
standards.  2)  Fergus  County  wants  to 
know  if  the  BLM  will  identify  the 
insufficient  powerlines  in  the  planning 
area.  3)  Fergus  County  is  concerned 
with  who  will  pay  for  correcting  or 
modifying  old  power  lines.  4)  Fergus 
County  agrees  with  Alternative  A 
which  states  that  power  lines  would 
follow  the  most  current  raptor 
protection  standards. 

The  RMP  implementation  plan 
would  identify  specific  actions  to 
address  conditions  of 
powerlines.  The  management 
action  correctly  states  the  intent 
of  the  action. 

19. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

7 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Wildlife,  Habitat  and  Raptors  (Page 

2. 1 8  #  1 2 1 ):  Removing  Fences  to 
Enhance  Wildlife  Movements  Fergus 
County  supports  Alternative  A 
because  in  Alternative  B,  C  and  D  the 
word  "removed"  has  been  put  in.  If 
the  word  removed  is  left  in,  then  it 
should  say  fences  can  only  be 
removed  if  it  has  a  positive  or 
increased  value  for  range  land  health. 

All  fences  may  be  modified  to 
improve  wildlife  passage  they  do  not 
have  to  be  removed. 

Existing  fences  may  be  modified 
or  removed  to  enhance  wildlife 
movements  under  Alternatives 

B,  C,  and  D. 
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20. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

8 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Range  Management;  Grazing  Districts, 
and  Allotments  (Page  2.41  #289): 
Domestic  Sheep  Grazing  If  no  new 
sheep  allotments  are  considered  in 
the  alternatives,  Fergus  County 
emphasizes  the  need  to  include  an 
alternative  about  Bison  allotments. 

Bison  can  carry  Brucellosis  which  can 
be  transmitted  to  livestock  or  elk. 
There  has  to  be  some  guidelines 
followed  if  there  is  an  allotment  for 
bison.  Testing  all  bison  should  be 
mandatory  and  provide  BLM  with  the 
documentation.  County  ordinances 
should  be  followed. 

Bison  is  discussed  under  Section 
2.6.6.  of  the  Draft  EIS.  Privately 
owned  bison  may  be  authorized 
to  graze  under  the  regulations, 
provided  it  is  consistent  with 
multiple-use  objectives.  As  with 
other  classes  of  livestock,  bison 
may  be  permitted  to  graze 
where  environmental  review 
indicates  no  conflict  with 
resource  objectives  or 
attainment  of  Standards  for 
Rangeland  Health  (BLM  1997). 

21. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

9 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Riparian/  Wetland  Communities  (Page 

2. 1 5  #88):  Increasing  the  percentage 
of  lotic  and  lentic  wetland  miles  in 

PFC  or  at  their  capability  to  80%.  Per 
the  Fergus  County  Land  Use  Plan,  "All 
federal  and  state  agencies  maintaining 
waterways  and  wetlands  shall  be 
coordinated  with  the  Fergus  County 
Commission."  Fergus  County  has 
three  main  questions  about  increasing 
the  percentage  of  lotic  and  lentic 
wetland  miles:  1)  What  has  the  BLM 
been  currently  maintaining  the 
wetland  miles  at?  2)  How  and  what 
management  actions  will  be  used  to 
get  to  80%?  3)  What  if  it  is  not 
possible  to  get  to  80%?  4)  At  least 
include  a  range  rather  than  a  hard  line 
80%  to  give  your  agency  some 
flexibility.  Alternative  A  gives 
flexibility.  Use  wording  that  would 
give  BLM  a  range  (63%-80%).  Tie  it  to 
wetland  miles  (page  2. 1 0  #43). 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  The  BLM  developed 
a  range  of  alternatives  in  the 

Draft  RMP/EIS.  Alternative  C 
now  matches  language  in  Alt  D 
for  riparian  health  and  for 
impoundment  treatment  criteria 
and  provides  management 
flexibility.  Through  assessments 
for  PFC,  elements  that  are 
limiting  PFC  attainment  will  be 
identified  and  actions  will  be 
proposed  to  address  the  issues. 
These  actions  could  be 
restoration  (planting, 
revegetation,  invasive  species 
removal,  streambank 
stabilization,  beaver 
reintroduction,  structure 
creation)  and/or  changes  in  uses 
(protective  fencing,  reduction  in 
numbers  or  utilization). 
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22. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

10 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Fish  and  Wildlife  (Page  2. 1 7  #  1 06): 
Species  introduction  needs  more 
clarification.  Before  any  species 
introduction  Alternative  B,  C  and  D 
should  state  "as  long  as  it  does  not 
have  a  negative  impact  on  human 
environment  or  negative  impact  on 
the  economics  of  the  local  region." 

Local  government  should  be 
consulted  with  prior  to  the 
introduction  and  planning  phase  of 
species  introduction. 

Action  is  not  intended  for  a 
specific  species  and  accompanies 
the  Goal  listed  in  line  104  and 
objective  in  line  1 05.  Project 
specific  analysis  (NEPA)  would 
occur  as  part  of  the 
consideration. 
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23. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

1  1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Backcountry  Conservation  Areas 
(Page  2.43  #300):  Backcountry 
Conservation  Areas  are  not 

Nationally  Recognized  Fergus  County 
agrees  with  Alternative  A.  The 
ERMA/BCA  listed  in  Alternative  B,  C, 
and  D  are  all  the  areas  listed  under 
lands  with  wilderness  characteristics 
pages  2.30  through  2.34.  Fergus 

County  is  concerned  this  would 
result  in  future  land  use  restrictions 
especially  given  the  goal  of  multiple 
use.  Again,  Fergus  County  is  reluctant 
to  put  a  line  on  a  map  and  create  a 
new  designation  which  will  eventually 
lead  to  more  restrictions.  Current 
multiple  use  guidelines  are 
appropriate  here.  In  Vol.  Ill,  there 
does  not  appear  to  be  a  change  in 
management  and  implementation,  so 
Fergus  County  does  not  believe  a 
new  designation  is  necessary.  Because 
of  the  lack  of  federal  recognition  for 
Backcountry  Areas,  Fergus  County 
opposes  these  new  designations  in 
order  to  preserve  the  human 
environment,  our  customs  and 
cultures  and  our  economic  base.  At 
the  least  BLM  needs  to  remove  the 
Recreation  Setting  Characteristics  for 
BCA/ERMA  found  on  page  Q39 
volume  III  and  listed  under  the 
individual  areas  Primitive/Back 
Country/Middle  Country  and  so  forth 
and  also  the  Physical/Social  and 
operational  components  sections.  We 
would  challenge  BLM  to  provide  how 
and  when  you  gathered  the  data  used 
in  these  sections.  For  example  you  list 
fewer  than  3  encounters  per  day,  7  to 

1 4  encounters  per  day  and  you  list 
group  sizes.  You  also  list  foot  trails  in 
primitive  areas.  If  there  is  evidence  of 
foot  trails  you  have  way  more  than 
the  #  of  encounters  you  list.  We 
would  also  like  to  know  how  long  of 
a  time  frame  this  data  was  collected, 

3  months,  1  year,  3  years. 

BLM  IM  2017-036,  directs  the 

BLM  to  consider  backcountry 
conservation  management  in 

RMPs.  BLM  Handbook  8320-1, 
Planning  for  Recreation  and 

Visitor  Services  includes 
direction  for  developing  the 
recreation  settings 
characteristics  in  Appendix  Q. 

Post  RMP  monitoring  would  be 
used  to  collect  visitor  use 
information.  BLM  would  use  this 
information  determine  if  any 
recreation  settings  to  be 
adjusted. 
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24. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

12 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Bighorn  Sheep  (Page  2.18  #123):  No 
New  Sheep  Allotments  If  no  new 
sheep  allotments  are  considered  in 
the  alternatives,  Fergus  County 
emphasizes  the  need  to  include  an 
alternative  about  Bison  allotments. 

Bison  can  carry  Brucellosis  which  can 
be  transmitted  to  livestock  or  elk. 
There  has  to  be  some  guidelines 
followed  if  there  is  an  allotment  for 
bison.  Testing  all  bison  should  be 
mandatory  with  documentation 
provided  to  the  BLM.  Local  county 
ordinances  should  be  followed. 

Bison  is  discussed  under  Section 
2.6.6.  of  the  Draft  EIS.  Privately 
owned  bison  may  be  authorized 
to  graze  under  the  regulations, 
provided  it  is  consistent  with 
multiple-use  objectives.  As  with 
other  classes  of  livestock,  bison 
may  be  permitted  to  graze 
where  environmental  review 
indicates  no  conflict  with 
resource  objectives  or 
attainment  of  Standards  for 
Rangeland  Health  (BLM  1997). 

25. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

13 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Bighorn  Sheep  (Page  2.19  #124): 
Expansion  of  Bighorn  Sheep  If  there  is 
an  expansion  of  Bighorn  Sheep  in  the 
planning  area  on  BLM  lands,  it  should 
not  have  a  negative  impact  on  the 
human  environment  or  economics  of 
the  area.  Also,  it  should  not  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  private  property. 

We  would  advocate  that  if  there  is 
room  to  expand  Big  Horn  Sheep, 

AUM's  should  be  considered  for  a 
proportionate  increase  (Fergus 

County  Land  Use  Plan). 

AUMs  allocated  to  livestock  are 
based  on  the  original  rangeland 
surveys  and  current  resource 
conditions  at  a  site  specific  level. 
Unless  conditions  warrant 
change  allocations  would  remain 
the  same. 
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26. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

14 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Fluid  Leasable  Minerals  (Page 
2.35)/Stipulations  and  Restrictions 
(Page2-2 1  #147-2.23  #178)  Crucial 
Winter  Range  #154- 1 55  It  states  that 
there  is  NSO  in  crucial  winter  range 
and  CSU  Winter  Range  (pronghorn, 
elk  moose  and  etc.  On  page  L-15  and 
L-16  VOLIN  it  has  Crucial  Winter 

Range  as  the  heading.  On  Page  L— >  1 5 
it  lists  bighorn  sheep,  elk,  GSG,  mule 
deer,  pronghorn,  and  whitetail  deer 
as  priority  species.  However  on  Page 
L-16  VOLIN  it  states  surface 
occupancy  and  use  is  prohibited  for 

BLM  priority  species  for  management. 

It  then  goes  on  to  say  special  status 
species  would  be  the  priority  species 
for  management.  Which  are  they 
priority  or  special  species?  The 
alternatives  following  these  two  areas 
on  page  L- 1 5  and  1 6  do  not  match 
found  This  needs  clarified.  Also  there 
is  no  map  outlining  crucial  winter 
range.  The  maps  should  list  where 
crucial  winter  ranges  are  found  to 
correlate  with  NSO.  There  are  maps 
for  NSO  for  fluid  mineral  leasing 
however  it  is  difficult  to  understand  if 
the  federal  mineral  estates  are  open 
and  do  not  have  NSO  stipulations 
attached.  We  are  also  wondering  if 
the  proposed  rule  Section  424. 1 2- 
Criteria  for  Designating  Critical 

Habitat  was  ever  adopted? 

Special  Status  Species  include 
Federally  Threatened, 

Endangered,  Proposed, 

Candidate  and  BLM  sensitive 
species.  Priority  species  can 
include  additional  species  as 
indicated  by  alternative  in 
Appendix  L.  Crucial  winter 
range  can  move  over  time  as 
habitats  change  and 
understanding  of  animals  use 
evolves.  The  best  information 
for  crucial  winter  range  is  used 
at  the  time  the  lease  stipulations 
are  applied. 
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27. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

15 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Transportation,  Management  and 

Access  (Page  2.44  #308,3 1  1,341): 

Listing  Lands  with  Wilderness 
Characteristics  .  On  pg.  2.30-2.32 
#231-236  of  Alternative  C,  which  we 
agree  with,  states  BLM  would  not 
consider  LWWC's  and  prioritize 
multiple  use  management  over 
LWWC's.  Alternative  B,  C  and  D 

Page  2.44,  #308,  31  1,  341  all  list 
protecting  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics.  The  wording 
(protecting  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics)  should  be  removed. 

The  BLM  has  listed  in  Alternative  B,  C 
and  D  the  terminology  "protecting 
resource  values"  which  should  cover 
BLM's  objectives. 

The  alternatives  have  been 
revised  to  clarify  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  would 
not  be  protected  under  an 
alternative  where  lands  would 
be  managed  to  emphasize  other 
multiple  uses  as  a  priority  over 
protecting  wilderness 
characteristics. 

28. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

16 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Transportation,  Management  and 

Access  (Page  2.44  #3 1 2):  Confusing 
Language  Alternative  B,  C  and  D  are 
confusing  as  they  state,  "Any 
authorized  or  permitted  activity  such 
as  a  grazing  permit  or  SRP  that 
involves  motorized  access  to  public 
lands  must  describe  how  access 
would  be  managed."  Does  to  public 
lands"  mean  across  our  private 
property  or  a  county  road  etc.?  We 
would  support  the  no  action 
alternative,  as  B,  C  and  D  put 
unnecessary  burdens  on  the  grazing 
permittees  and  are  probably  already 
incorporated  into  their  leases. 

This  management  action  has 
been  clarified  to  apply  to  access 
on  public  lands  and  not  to  public 
lands. 
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29. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

17 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Transportation,  Management  and 

Access  (Page  2.47  #325):  Infringement 
on  Private  Property  Rights  Fergus 
County  urges  careful  consideration 
for  this  alternative.  For  example,  if  a 
person,  who  does  allow  public 
hunting,  owns  a  section  of  private 
land  and  his  neighbor,  who  does  not 
allow  public  hunting  on  their 
property,  has  an  easement  to  get 
across  that  land  to  BLM,  would  this 
prohibit  the  person  that  allows 
hunting  from  driving  on  BLM  routes? 
Fergus  County  would  like  to 
emphasize  the  importance  of  a 
reciprocal  agreement.  Fergus  County 
feels  the  reciprocal  agreement  should 
be  between  BLM  and  the  land  owner. 

If  the  land  owner  grants  BLM  access 
across  their  property,  then  in  return 
BLM  should  offer  the  land  owner 
access  on  BLM  property.  Also,  Fergus 
County  is  concerned  with  the  legality 
of  restricting  private  landowners' 
access  to  BLM  lands  if  the  private  land 
owner  restricts  access  to  the  public. 
There  are  land  owners  who  allow 
public  hunting  they  just  do  not  open  it 
up  to  lots  of  people  on  the  same  day. 
Fergus  County  disagrees  with  the 
language  dictating  who  a  private 
landowner  allows  to  hunt  on  their 
land,  which  could  have  repercussions 
on  block  management  acres. 

This  management  prescription  is 
not  about  hunting  on  private 
lands.  The  reciprocal 
requirement  is  intended  to 
prevent  situations  where  BLM 
has  an  open  public  road  on  BLM 
lands,  used  for  recreation 
(hunting),  that  can  only  be 
utilized  by  an  adjacent  private 
landowner.  It  would  be 
analogous  to  the  county 
maintaining  a  county  road 
designation  on  land  the  public 
could  not  access. 
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30. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

18 

Range  of  Alternatives 

National  Trails  (Page  2.55  #400): 
Clarification  Fergus  County  wants  the 
terminology  "for  trail  corridors 
containing  high  potential  route 
segments  and  sites"  to  be  defined  and 
identified  at  their  location. 

The  term  "high  potential  historic 
sites"  means  those  historic  sites 
related  to  the  route  or  sites  in 
close  proximity  thereto,  which 
provide  opportunity  to  interpret 
the  historic  significance  of  the 
trail  during  the  period  of  its 
major  use.  The  National  Historic 
Trails  are  mapped  in  the  RMP 
and  not  every  historic  site  will 
be  mapped  during  the  RMP 
prcoess.  Historic  sites  and  High 
potential  route  segments  may  be 
identifed  by  the  manageing 
agency  (BLM,  FS,  NPS  depending 
on  the  NHT)  or  through  further 
identification  efforts  or  studies. 
The  nature  of  cultural  resource 
site  locations  is  sensitive  and 
privelaged  and  cannot  be 
specifically  idnetifed  in  this  RMP. 

31. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

19 

Range  of  Alternatives 

National  Trails  (Page  2.56  #402): 

VRM  Classifications  In  order  to 
classify  NHT  and  NST  corridors  as 

VRM  class  III,  BLM  needs  justification. 
How  can  BLM  classify  an  entire  route 
on  the  same  VRM  class?  By  what 
standards  can  BLM  classify  an  entire 
route  the  same?  Fergus  County 
believes  this  should  be  left  under 
Alternative  A,  no  action. 

Per  BLM  Manual  6280, 
designating  VRM  classes  based 
on  the  National  Trail  visual 
resource  inventory  and  based  on 
the  desired  future  condition  of 
National  Trail  resources, 
qualities,  values,  and  associated 
settings  and  the  primary  use  or 
uses  of  the  areas  through  which 
such  trails  may  pass.  To  retain 
or  improve  the  integrity  of  the 
associated  settings  and  scenic 
values  for  which  the  National 

Trail  was  designated,  the  BLM 
should  consider  establishing 

VRM  classes  at  the  most 
protective  level  practicable  to 
meet  National  Trail  scenery 
management  objectives. 
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32. 

Carl 

Seilstad 

Fergus  County 

186 

20 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Special  Status  Species  (Page  2. 1 9) 

Fergus  County  would  like  to  know 
where  the  list  is  describing  sensitive 
and  special  species  and  what  habitat 
they  are  currently  occupying.  The 
introduction  of  these  species  should 
not  have  a  negative  effect  on  the 
human  environment,  customs, 
cultures  and  economics.  Local 
governments  must  be  consulted  with 
prior  to  any  species  introductions  and 
management  actions  and  before 
public  comment. 

Appendix  E  of  the  Draft  includes 
a  list  of  special  status  species 
confirmed  or  likely  to  inhabit 
the  planning  area,  as  well  as  a 
description  of  their  habitat. 

33. 

Anne 

Millbrooke 

187 

1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Table  ES-I,  Comparative  Summary  of 
Alternatives  shows  that  most  of  the 
mineral  estate  would  be  open  to 
taxpayer-subsidized  leasing  under 
Alternatives  B  (74%),  C  (91%),  and  D 
(90%).  The  summary  does  not  identify 
what  restrictions  apply  to  Alternative 

A.  Furthermore,  most  of  the  remain 
mineral  estate  would  be  "open  with 
minor/moderate  stipulations."  Aside 
from  this  obviously  conflicting  with 
the  livestock  grazing  allotments,  this 
opens  the  over  a  million  acres  to  oil 
and  gas  extraction  without  provision 
for  native  species  of  plants  and 
animals,  much  less  the  valuable  and 
limited  public  water  resources  of  the 
land. 

There  is  an  existing  protest 
resolution  decision  affecting 
federal  mineral  estate  in  the 

LFO  that  does  not  allow  oil  and 
gas  leasing  of  nominated  parcels 
that  would  require  a  special 
stipulation  to  protect  important 
wildlife  values.  The  only  leasing 
occurring  under  Alternative  A  is 
in  areas  that  only  require 
standard  stipulations.  The  EIS 
does  not  provide  acres  because 
the  acres  are  determined  on  a 
case-by-case  basis.  Judith  RMP 
restrictions  would  apply  to 
alternative  A  regarding  the 
mineral  estate. 

34. 

Harvey 

Nyberg 

209 

7 

Range  of  Alternatives 

any  action  by  BLM  that  seeks  to 
prioritize  oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
development  as  the  dominant  use  of 
public  lands  would  violate  FLPMA. 

BLM  must  therefore  consider  a 
reasonable  range  of  alternatives  for 
this  RMP  that  considers  and  balances 
the  multiple  uses  of  our  public  lands, 
consistent  with  NEPA  and  FLPMA. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  The  BLM  developed 
a  range  of  alternatives  in  the 

Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
to  meet  the  purpose  and  need 
and  other  goals.  These  goals  are 
consistent  with  NEPA 
regulations  at  40  CFR  1 50 1  (c). 

Oil  and  gas  is  not  considered  a 
dominant  use. 
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35. 

LAUREL 

WILLIAMS 

The  Pew 
Charitable 

T  rusts 

212 

2 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Scenic  Values  -  FLPMA  specifically 
identifies  "scenic  values"  as  a  resource 
of  BLM  lands  for  purposes  of 
inventory  and  management  and  lands 
with  wilderness  characteristics 
generally  provide  spectacular  viewing 
experiences.  The  scenic  values  of 
these  lands  will  be  compromised  if  no 
constraints  on  development  activities 
are  secured  for  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics  in  the  RMP. 

The  RMP  has  a  range  of 
alternatives  that  address  visual 
resource  management.  These 

VRM  Classes  protect  scenic 
values  to  different  degrees. 

36. 

Dan 

Boyce 

232 

3 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Travel/Access  Vol  1,  pg.  2-47  #325 
...should  the  adjacent  landowner 
refuse  public  access,  then  the  BLM 
would  reciprocate  by  closing  "its" 
roads  to  their  use  as  well.  Needs  to 
be  clarified  that  the  BLM  would 
reciprocate  by  closing  BLM  roads,  not 
private  roads.  This  is  a  bad  idea,  there 
is  no  obligation  for  a  private 
landowner  to  allow  access  to  public 
land.  The  BLM  will  only  create  poor 
landowner  relations  by  threatening 
road  closures  and  in  the  end,  lose 
more  access  than  they  will  gain. 

That  is  correct,  it  does  not  apply 
to  private  roads,  only  roads  on 
BLM  lands  that  become  "land 
locked"  i.e.,  if  a  private 
landowner  prevents  the  public 
from  using  a  BLM  road  on  BLM 
land  then  no  one  would  be 
allowed  to  use  the  BLM  road.  It 
would  be  reclassified  from  open 
to  closed  or  administrative  use 
only.  Adjustments  have  been 
incorporated  into  the  proposed 
plan  regarding  this  action  item. 

37. 

Dan 

Boyce 

232 

4 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Vol  1,  pg.  2-44,  #3 1 2  Any  authorized 
or  permitted  activity,  such  as  a 
grazing  permit,  that  involves 
motorized  access  to  public  lands  must 
describe  how  access  would  be 
managed,  both  on  and  off  the  existing 
or  designated  route  system,  as  part  of 
the  permit  Motorized  x-country 
travel  is  already  limited  to  the 
administration  of  a  permit,  so  there  is 
no  point  in  having  to  describe  "how" 
that  access  would  be  managed,  it's 
common  sense  that  it  is  for  checking 
fences,  water,  salt  and  minerals, 
moving  cattle,  spraying  weeds,  etc. 
Ranchers  are  busy  enough  without 
having  to  apply  for  access  to  do  their 
every  day  activities.  Why  add  another 
administrative  layer? 

Grazing  permittees  would  not 
have  to  apply  for  access.  Access 
requests  would  be  required 
during  the  1 0-year  permit 
renewal  process. 
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38. 

Linda 

Healow 

297 

1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

1  urge  you  to  develop  another 
management  alternative  that  keeps 
the  current  WSAs  managed  for  their 
Wilderness  potential,  uses  best 
management  practices  from  the  20 1 6 
Lewistown  BLM  draft  for  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  as 
well  as  providing  protection  for  all 
roadless  areas  with  wilderness 
characteristics.  Adding  eligible  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  candidates, 
additional  WSAs  that  meet  wilderness 
criteria  and  adding  ACECs  will  further 
support  vulnerable  ecosystems.  This 
is  the  best  (and  only  realistic)  choice 
for  preserving  the  amazing  and  varied 
habitat,  ecosystems  and  wildlife  found 
in  the  region.  Connectivity  is  integral 
for  maintaining  the  broad  selection  of 
fauna  our  state  enjoys.  Fragmentation 
stresses  wildlife.  Wildlife  migration 
corridors  become  even  more 
important  as  these  animals  will  need 
to  adapt  to  changing  conditions  in 
their  areas  of  traditional  habitat.  A 
number  of  unique  ecosystems 
deserve  protection.  1  have  attached 
the  full  Montana  Climate  Assessment 
for  your  use  in  coming  up  with  a  new 
alternative  that  includes  this  data  in 
your  plan. 

Under  all  alternatives,  the  WSAs 
are  being  managed  to  maintain 
the  wilderness  characteristics 
following  the  guidance  in  BLM 
Manual  6330.  Land  use  planning 
and  NEPA  regulations  require 
the  BLM  to  formulate  a 
reasonable  range  of  alternatives. 
The  BLM  developed  a  range  of 
alternatives  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
to  resolve  conflicts  among  water 
resources  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

39. 

Carla 

Hankins 

300 

1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

2-59)  By  avoiding  the  use  of  fire 
retardant  in  an  effort  to  minimize 
visual  impacts  within  the  Square  Butte 
WSA,  far  greater  visual  impacts  are 
likely  as  well  as  potential  impacts  to 
significant  historic  and  cultural  sites. 
One  will  argue  that  fire  is  a  natural 
process,  however,  due  to  fire 
suppression,  beetle  kill  and  livestock 
grazing,  the  current  forested 
condition  is  far  from  natural.  Pro¬ 
active  mechanical  treatments, 
selective  thinning  and  quaking  aspen 
restoration  should  be  considered 
within  the  ACEC. 

Per  BLM  Manual  6330,  the 
overall  goal  of  managing  fire  in 
WSAs  is  to  allow  the  frequency 
and  intensity  of  the  natural  fire 
regime  to  play  its  inherent  role 
in  the  ecosystem.  This  means 
both  allowing  fire  where 
ecosystems  evolved  in  the 
presence  of  fire,  and  preventing 
unnatural  spread  of  fire  in 
ecosystems  that  evolved  without 
broad-scale  fires.  There  are 
other  aerial  delivered  fire 
suppression  techniques  outside 
of  retardant  (i.e.  water) 
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40. 

Brian 

Ohs 

Montana 

Stockgrowers 

Associtation 

306 

2 

Range  of  Alternatives 

With  regard  to  water  resources 
under  Alternative  C,  we  encourage 
more  flexibility  on  streams  and 
riparian  areas  to  achieve  your  goal  of 
increased  percentages  that  meet  PFC 
status,  Chapter  4,  4-27.  Also,  we 
encourage  clarification  to  the  PFC 
goals  in  Alternative  C  to  match  the 
date  of  2038.  It  is  unclear  why  the 
date  in  Alternative  C  is  2036,  and/or 
why  there  is  a  need  for  80  percent 
capability,  Chapter  2,  2-10. 

The  Final  EIS  has  been  corrected 
to  indicate  the  correct  dates. 

41. 

Danielle 

Murray 

Conservation 

Lands 

Foundation 

307 

3 

Range  of  Alternatives 

BLM  failed  to  present  the  public  with 
a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives,  as 
the  Lewistown  Draft  EIS  is  a  series  of 
alternatives  all  skewed  for 
development  of  non-renewable 
resources  and  OHV  use.  For 
example,  the  action  alternatives 
propose  opening  between  74%  and 

9 1  %  of  the  planning  area  to  oil  and 
gas,  with  Alternatives  C  and  D 
differing  by  only  1%.  In  general,  BLM 
does  not  put  forth  an  alternative  that 
would  actually  protect  the 
extraordinary  habitat  and  natural 
resources  within  the  Lewistown 
planning  area.  The  differences 
between  the  alternatives  in  draft 
Lewistown  EIS  are  negligible  and  do 
not  fulfill  the  agency's  requirements 
under  NEPA. 

Alternative  B  closes  over  25%  of 
the  planning  area  to  fluid 
minerals  leasing  and  although 
Alternative  C  and  D  closed 
acres  are  similar,  the  amount  in 
major  and  moderate  restrictions 
varies  under  the  alternatives. 

For  example,  a  large  portion  of 
the  planning  is  NSO  to  protect 
wildlife  species.  Also,  it  should 
be  noted  that  of  the  study  area 
(total  area),  only  2.22%  has  a 
moderate  potential  (emphasis 
added)  for  further  exploration 
and  development  per  the  RFD. 
Alone,  the  RFD  predicts  a 
narrow  window  for  future 
exploration  and  developement 
when  viewing  the  reciprocol 
(Low,  Very  Low  and  Negligible 
potential  for  exploration  and 
development)  is  97.78%  because 
of  the  nature  of  oil  and  gas 
within  the  study  area  and  areas 
closed  to  future  leasing  within 
the  study  area. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-279 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Range  of  Alternatives) 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

42. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

7 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Public  lands  are  where  the  majority  of 
the  public  hunts  and  otherwise  enjoys 
elk.  In  some  places  a  growing 
proportion  of  elk  are  using  private 
land.  Where  elk  populations  are  at  or 
over  population  objectives,  RMEF 
suggests  considering  elk  occurrence 
specific  to  the  interface  of  BLM  and 
private  lands.  While  multiple  factors 
can  affect  distribution  of  elk  and 
other  big  game  across  public  and 
private  lands,  RMEF  recommends 
inclusion  of  Objectives  and  Actions 
that  emphasize  coordination  between 
the  BLM,  state  wildlife  agencies, 
private  landowners,  and  others  to 
provide  habitat  conditions  that 
support  year-round  presence  of  elk 
and  other  big  game  on  public  land. 

All  action  alternatives  would 
involve  collaboration  through 
partnerships  and  communication 
with  other  agencies  and 
interested  parties  to  implement 
the  RMP,  including  outreach  and 
education,  monitoring,  and 
project-specific  activities.  An 
objective  in  the  RMP  includes 
managing  habitats  to  support 
Montana  Fish,  Wildlife  &  Parks 
(MFWP)  big  game  herd  unit 
objectives,  fish  management 
objectives,  and  well-distributed, 
healthy  populations  of  fish  and 
wildlife  species  consistent  with 
the  MFWP’s  State  Wildlife 

Action  Plan  (MFWP  2015)  and 
strategic  population  plans,  and 
to  achieve  the  stated  purpose  of 
designated  wildlife  habitat 
management  areas. 

43. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

8 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Each  year,  our  public  lands  become 
more  critical  to  elk  and  other  wildlife 
due  to  habitat  loss  on  private  land. 
RMEF  encourages  the  BLM  to  work 
with  conservation  partners  to  identify 
key  conservation  lands  and  work  to 
acquire  parcels,  enter  into  land 
exchanges,  or  obtain  conservation 
easements  to  secure  more  elk  habitat 
for  the  future.  Wildlife  connectivity  is 
increasingly  threatened  by  habitat  loss 
and  degradation,  as  well  as 
development  activities.  Following 
Secretarial  Order  3362,  RMEF 
recommends  the  BLM  recognize  the 
importance  of  big  game  migration 
corridors  and  winter  range  in 
planning  efforts,  and  include 
management  direction  for  protecting 
corridors  across  BLM-managed  and 
neighboring  lands. 

The  RMP/EIS  will  recognize  the 
State  of  Montana’s  responsibility 
to  manage  wildlife  populations, 
including  uses  such  as  hunting 
and  fishing.  Coordination  with 
the  State  of  Montana  will  be 
conducted  pursuant  to 

Secretarial  Order  3362  to 
enhance  and  improve  the  quality 
of  big-game  winter  range  and 
migration  corridors  on  federal 
lands.  The  EIS  has  been  clarified 
to  include  coordination  with 
MFWP  on  big  game  migration 
corridors. 
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44. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

12 

Range  of  Alternatives 

RMEF  suggests  inclusion  of  more 
detailed  Actions  in  General 

Vegetation  for  creation  of  early  serai 
habitat,  quality  winter  and  summer 
forage  for  big  game,  and 
maintenance/creation  of  diverse 
vegetative  species  and  spatial 
structure  to  support  elk  and  other 
wildlife.  Actions  should  take  into 
account  existing  vegetative  conditions 
and  provide  future  acreage  goals. 

RMEF  recommends  addition  of 
specific  Actions  in  the 
Sagebrush/Grasslands  section  related 
to  restoring  and  enhancing  this 
important  habitat  for  wildlife  (not 
only  as  rangelands).  It  would  be 
particularly  relevant  to  include  active 
management  acreage  goals  or  to 
reference  plans  for  implementation  of 
Secretarial  Order  3362  as  it  pertains 
to  big  game  winter  range  and 
migration  corridors.  In  addition, 

RMEF  recommends  Objectives  or 
Actions  that  would  improve  the 
sagebrush/grassland  systems  through 
removal  of  encroaching  conifers. 

An  objective  of  the  RMP  is  to 
provide  plant  communities  that 
reflect  the  desired  plant 
community  appropriate  for  the 
ecological  site.  Where 
appropriate,  active  management 
techniques  consistent  with 
Secretarial  Orders  3362  and 

3372,  would  be  used  to  achieve, 
maintain,  and  restore 
disturbance  regimes  supporting 
healthy  functioning  vegetation 
conditions. 

45. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

13 

Range  of  Alternatives 

RMEF  suggests  inclusion  of  minimum- 
acre  Objectives  (rather  than  a  set 
acreage)  for  prescribed  burning 
treatments  in  the  Ponderosa  Pine 
Breaks/Badlands  section  to  allow  for 
larger-scale  burns,  should 
opportunities  arise.  RMEF 
recommends  a  specific  focus  on 
creating/maintaining  early  serai  forest 
structure  within  the  Montane  Forest 
and  Meadows  section  to  support 
diverse  wildlife  species.  RMEF  also 
supports  restoration  of  pine  habitats 
affected  by  pine  beetles,  other  insects, 
disease,  etc.  (alternatives  C  and  D)  to 
help  speed  vegetative  recovery  and 
reduce  wildfire  risk. 

This  is  an  objective  in  the  RMP 
to  meet  the  vegetation  goal  and 
allows  for  larger  scale  burns; 
due  the  amount  of  variables 
outside  BLM's  control  regarding 
burning,  this  objective  will  be 
evaluated  every  five  years  during 
the  implantation  review. 
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46. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

15 

Range  of  Alternatives 

RMEF  recommends  including  Actions 
in  the  Livestock  Grazing  section  to 
provide  forage  and  residual  cover  for 
wildlife  (especially  following 
management  activities  or  natural 
disturbances)  and  to  adjust  stocking 
rates  in  drought  conditions  when 
vegetation  is  slow  to  recover.  In 
addition,  adding  Actions  to  utilize 
wildlife-friendly  fencing  in  all  new  and 
reconstructed  fences  will  help  achieve 
objectives  for  big  game  migration 
corridors. 

The  RMP  includes  a  Drought 

Policy  (Appendix  P)  that  includes 
adjusting  stocking  rates  in 
drought  conditions.  The  RMP 
includes  an  action  where 
existing  fences  may  be  modified 
or  removed  to  enhance  wildlife 
movements.  New  fences  would 
be  built  to  allow  wildlife  passage. 
AUMs  remain  split 
approximately  60  percent  for 
watershed  and  wildlife  and  40 
percent  for  livestock  in 
alternatives  A,  C  and  D. 

47. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

17 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Some  locations  within  the  planning 
area  are  experiencing  abundant  big 
game  populations;  RMEF  recommends 
Objectives/Actions  for  prioritizing 
hunter  access  opportunities  that  help 
meet  FWP  harvest  and  population 
objectives. 

Obtaining  legal  public  access  is  a 
priority  for  the  BLM  and  is  a 
specific  management  action  in 
the  RMP. 

48. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

18 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Within  the  Land  Tenure  section, 

RMEF  recommends  inclusion  of 
objectives  or  actions  for 
implementation  of  Secretarial  Order 
3373  and  guidance  in  disposal  of 
lands.  RMEF  also  recommends 
identification  of  key  acquisition  and/or 
access  easements  to  greatly  improve 
access  to  BLM-managed  lands.  RMEF 
recommends  consideration  of  land 
acquisitions  and  other  land  protection 
tools  for  implementation  of 

Secretarial  Order  3362. 

The  RMP  includes  and  objective 
for  3373  in  the  Land  Tenure 
section.  Priorities  for  acquisition 
would  occur  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  based  on  opportunities  and 
requests.  Acquisition  criteria  are 
provided  in  Appendix  R,  and 
include  accessibility  of  the  land 
for  public  uses,  and  habitat  for 
game  animals,  fisheries, 
nesting/breeding. 

49. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

7 

Range  of  Alternatives 

We  propose,  for  full  analysis  in  a 
Supplemental  Draft  EIS,  an 
Ecological/Biocentric  RMP  informed 
by  sound  scientific  principles  and  sets 
a  positive  future  for  these  lands-one 
which  emphasize  the  outstanding 
wild,  natural  and  appropriate 
recreational  values.  It  would  also  take 
advantage  of  the  opportunity  to 
create  economic  benefits  through 
citizen  appreciation  of  nature  while 
providing  genuine  restoration  work 
such  as  road  decommissioning. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  The  BLM  developed 
a  range  of  alternatives  in  the 

Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  all  resources 
and  to  meet  the  purpose  and 
need  and  other  goals.  These 
goals  are  consistent  with  NEPA 
regulations  at  40  CFR  1 50 1  (c). 
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50. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

31 

Range  of  Alternatives 

We  suggest  adopting  INFISH-like 
protections  into  the  RMP,  stronger 
than  the  permissive  draft  RMP 
direction  which  embraces  logging 
within  RMZs.  The  BLM  fails  to 
identify  the  best  available  science  that 
supports  active  management  in  RMZs. 
We  incorporate  the  Forest  Service's 

77  "Where  Did  The  300  Feed  Come 
From???"  which  answers  the  question 
and  is  written  under  the  assumption 
that  RMZs  are  fully  protected  buffers. 
(Attachment  2.) 

Action  line  89  established 
riparian  management  zones. 
Riparian  management  zone: 

Areas  where  riparian  values 
receive  primary  emphasis  with 
all  activities  to  the  extent 
possible.  Maintaining  and 
restoring  quality  riparian  habitat 
(including  vegetation)  is 
important  as  habitat  for  many 
wildlife  species,  to  maintain 
water  quality,  appropriate 
woody  material,  and  nutrient 
routing  to  aquatic  habitats,  and 
to  maintain  appropriate  stream 
channel  morphology. 

Additionally,  activities,  including 
timber  harvest,  would  only  be 
allowed  TO  meet  riparian  area 
objectives. 

51. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

the  preferred  alternative  in  this  plan 
includes  neither  balance  nor  multiple- 
use  considerations,  and  instead 
proposes  to  manage  these  public 
lands  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
resource  extraction. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  The  BLM  developed 
a  range  of  alternatives  in  the 

Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  all  resources 
and  to  meet  the  purpose  and 
need  and  other  goals.  These 
goals  are  consistent  with  NEPA 
regulations  at  40  CFR  1 50 1  (c). 
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52. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

3 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Specifically,  the  Acid  Shale-Pine 

Forest,  Blind  Horse,  Chute  Mountain, 
Collar  Gulch,  Deep  Creek/Battle 

Creek,  Ear  Mountain,  Square  Butte 
and  Sun  River  areas  should  be 
considered  for  conservation 
management. 

The  RMP  includes  an  alternative 
that  designates  these  areas  as 
ACECs.  FLPMA’s  multiple  use 
mandate  does  not  require  that 
all  uses  be  allowed  on  all  areas 
of  the  public  lands.  Rather, 

FLPMA  obliges  the  agency  to 
evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 

53. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

4 

Range  of  Alternatives 

administrative  access  should  be 
maintained  in  areas  that  are 
important  for  future  state  trust  land 
management  and  to  ensure  safe  and 
effective  wildland  fire  response  to 
protect  values  at  risk.  All  alternatives 
should  explicitly  state  the  ability  of 
owners  of  nonfederal  land  to  gain 
access  across  BLM  land  to  make 
reasonable  use  and  enjoyment  of 
their  land  as  provided  for  in  the 

FLPMA  and  BLM  Manual  2801. 

Administrative  access  for 
wildfire  response  is  already 
established. 
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54. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

5 

Range  of  Alternatives 

To  more  effectively  protect 
communities  and  increase  landscape 
resiliency,  management  of  vegetation 
should  remain  a  priority  in  the  plan. 

The  projected  increase  in  size, 
severity,  intensity,  and  frequency  of 
wildfire,  along  with  the  expanding 
development  in  the  WUI,  points  to 
the  need  for  an  increase  in  active 
management,  particularly  within  and 
near  the  WUI.  Further  opening  dense 
stands  and  adding  variation  on  the 
landscape  will  provide  greater 
resilience  to  drought  stress,  fires,  and 
insect  and  disease  outbreaks  as  the 
climate  changes  further  in  the  years 
ahead. 

WUIs  have  been  added  as  a 
priority  under  fuels  treatment 
management  action.  Modification 
have  been  made  to  the 
document  to  reflect. 

55. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

7 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Where  appropriate,  the  plan  should 
promote  activities  that  address  forage 
management  on  winter,  summer,  and 
migration  ranges;  hunter  access; 
security  habitat  management;  and 
which  facilitate  big  game  movement, 
such  as  fence  modifications  and 
highway  crossings. 

Access,  big  game  and  hunting  are 
emphasized  in  the  RMP  in  SO 

3362  and  SO  3373.  Please  see 

Page  2-18  line  121  “Action: 

Existing  fences  may  be  modified 
or  removed  to  enhance  wildlife 
movements.  Build  new  fences  to 
allow  wildlife  passage.” 

56. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

9 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Additional  leasing  for  oil  and  gas 
development  must  remain  cognizant 
of  state  conservation  interests  across 
the  planning  area.  Specifically, 
additional  leasing  should  seek  to  avoid 
and  minimize  impacts  to  Greater  Sage 
Grouse  habitat  and  State  of  Montana 
Wildlife  Management  Areas,  Fishing 
Access  Sites,  and  State  Parks, 
including  the  use  of  No  Surface 
Occupancy  (NSO)  stipulations. 

The  proposed  plan  will  include 
stipulations  from  Appendix  D 
that  were  developed  in 
conjunction  with  the  State  of 
Montana  and  will  provide  better 
consistency  with  other  RMPs  in 
Montana 

57. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

12 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Chapter  2,  Section  2.7  Table, 

Vegetation  Communities  Alternatives 
Comparison  Table:  Vegetation 
Communities:  add  objectives  and 
actions  that  focus  on  improvement  of 
forest  health  and  wildfire  resiliency 
and  community  protection. 

Objectives  and  actions  are 
addressed  in  alternatives  table. 
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58. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

13 

Range  of  Alternatives 

(Pg.  2-12):  "Hay  or  seed  cutting  may 
be  used  as  a  land  treatment  to 
improve  production  of  crested 
wheatgrass  provided  it  is  not  in 
conflict  with  wildlife  or  habitat 
values."  Crested  wheatgrass  has  been 
established  in  relative  monocultures 
throughout  the  planning  area  and 
show  little  value  to  livestock  and 
wildlife  except  for  early  spring  or  in 
rare  cases,  fall  regrowth.  Further 
establishment  of  crested  wheatgrass 
should  be  avoided  in  most  cases 
except  where  cheatgrass  is  of 
concern.  Crested  wheatgrass 
provides  little  economic  benefit  from 
a  livestock  grazing  (resource  use) 
standpoint.  It  would  be  more 
economically  and  ecologically  prudent 
over  the  long-term  to  focus  on 
converting  crested  wheatgrass  stands 
back  to  native  species.  Consider 
"enhancement"  of  crested  wheatgrass 
where  it  is  already  established  for  the 
benefit  of  wildlife  and  livestock. 
Consider  moving  Alternative  D  to 
Alternative  C,  which  focuses  on  long¬ 
term  reduction  of  crested 
wheatgrass.  Do  not  use  fire  where 
cheatgrass  is  a  concern. 

The  range  of  alternatives  in 
Chapter  2  considers  an 
alternative  that  focuses  on 
restoring  crested  wheatgrass. 
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59. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

14 

Range  of  Alternatives 

The  plan  should  ensure  that  land 
management  designations  adjacent  to 
and  near  private  land  allow  for  active 
vegetation  management  and  fire 
suppression.  Consistent  with  the 
terms  of  the  Montana  Cooperative 
Wildland  Fire  Management  and 

Stafford  Act  Response  Agreement, 
DNRC  will  consider  BLM  wildland 
fire  response  when  deciding  whether 
to  participate  in  cost  share 
agreements  for  fires  which  have 
burned  onto  lands  under  DNRC  or 
local  government  jurisdiction.  We 
believe  you  should  acknowledge  this 
issue  as  it  pertains  to  areas  where  full 
suppression  may  not  be  implemented. 
The  approach  to  managing  natural 
ignition  fires  should  be  discussed.  If 
fires  are  to  be  managed  for  resource 
benefit,  please  discuss  the  strategy  or 
criteria  for  making  that  determination 
and  how  the  values  and  needs  of 
adjacent  ownerships  will  be 
protected. 

Change  made  to  Chapter  2. 

60. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

15 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Chapter  2,  Section  2.7  Table,  Line  25 
(Pg.  2-8),  Soil  Resources:  Add  the 
following  component  from 

Alternative  D  to  Alternative  C: 
"Consider  restoration  of  soils  in 
previously  degraded  areas."  Restoring 
healthy  soils  should  restore  resource 
values  in  the  long-term  and  would  not 
likely  impede  resource-use  activities. 

Change  made  to  Chapter  2. 

61. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

16 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Chapter  2,  Section  2.7  Table,  Line  43, 
Water  Resources  (Pg.  2-10):  Add  the 
following  component  from 

Alternative  D  to  Alternative  C: 
"Maintain  functioning  hydrologic 
systems  and  provide  a  scientific, 
landscape,  approach  to  natural  and 
human-influenced  water  systems." 

This  is  a  basic  requirement  to  human 
and  resource  health  that  should  be 
applied  across  all  alternatives. 

Change  made  to  Chapter  2. 
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62. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

18 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Add  last  paragraph,  "Consider  the 
feasibility  of  available  alternatives  to 
surface  water  development,  such  as 
groundwater  wells,  before  increasing 
the  percent  of  watershed 
disconnected  by  impoundments 
within  the  above  watersheds." 

Change  made  to  Chapter  2. 

63. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

19 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Chapter  2,  Section  2.7  Table,  Line 

1 09,  Fish  and  Wildlife  (Pg.  2- 1 7):  The 
importance  of  connectivity  and 
unfragmented  habitats  are  an 
emphasis  of  Secretarial  Order  (SO) 
3362;  and  Alternative  C  conflicts  with 
this  mandate.  Please  consider 
replacing  Alternative  C  language  with 
Alternative  D  language  here. 

Change  made  to  Chapter  2. 

64. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

20 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Chapter  2,  Section  2.7  Table,  Line 

109,  Alternative  C  (Pg.  2-17): 

Consider  changing  the  objective  to 
state:  "Objective:  Maintain  and 
enhance  suitable  habitat  for  all  wildlife 
species,  with  an  emphasis  on 
maintaining,  enhancing,  or  restoring 
habitat  availability  and  condition, 
while  minimizing  habitat  loss." 

Change  made  to  Chapter  2. 

65. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

21 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Chapter  2,  Section  2.7  Table,  Line 

123,  Bighorn  Sheep  (Pg.  2-18,  19): 

We  recommend  the  buffer  described 
in  Alternative  D  is  applied  to 

Alternative  C.  Based  on  scientific 
literature,  a  buffer  between  domestic 
sheep/goats  and  wild  sheep  that 
maintains  the  appropriate  level  of 
separation  would  avoid  the  spread  of 
disease  across  all  three  species.  This 
is  important  for  the  health  and 
viability  of  bighorn  sheep,  which  is 
one  of  Montana's  treasured  big  game 
species  that  contributes  to  the 
economy,  as  well  as  the  health  and 
safety  of  domestic  livestock. 

Change  made  to  Chapter  2. 
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66. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

22 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Chapter  2,  Section  2.7  Table,  Line 

1 28,  Special  Status  Species  (Pg.  2- 1 9): 
Removing  the  ACEC  status  for 
westslope  cutthroat  trout  in  Collar 
Gulch  appears  to  remove  protections 
for  this  special  status  species. 
Additionally,  many  areas  included  in 
expanding  Right  Of  Way  (ROW) 
developments,  timber  harvest,  grazing 
expansion,  fluid  mineral 
developments,  travel  expansion  may 
overlap  with  northern  redbelly  dace  x 
finescale  dace  distribution  in 

Preferred  Alternative  C.  These 
expansions  of  potentially  detrimental 
impacts  to  special  status  species 
under  Alternative  C  seems  to 
contradict  the  stated  objective 
common  to  all  alternatives  listed  in 
line  128. 

Complying  with  Conservation 
Agreements  and  Strategies, 
Applying  Oil  and  Gas 

Stipulations,  as  well  as 
implementing  required  design 
features  and  Conditions  of 
Approval  to  BLM  authorized 
activities  with  close  proximity  to 
riparian  areas,  streams  and 
waterbodies,  minimizes  and/or 
eliminates  detrimental  impacts 
to  special  status  species. 

Acitivities  are  not  authorized 
prior  to  NEPA  review.  It  is  these 
measures  that  provide 
protections  for  SSS. 

67. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

23 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Chapter  2,  Section  2.7  Table,  Line 

1 29,  Special  Status  Species  (Pg.  2- 1 9): 
Consider  applying  a  portion  of  the 
language  from  Alternative  B  to 
Alternatives  C:  "Require  surveys  for 
the  presence  of  BLM  sensitive  species 
before  authorizing  surface-disturbing 
and  disruptive  activities."  Surveying 
for  species  presence,  and  then 
monitoring  species  presence/response 
to  impacts  will  have  minimal  impact 
on  the  objectives  behind  Alternative 

C  while  providing  additional 
opportunities  for  learning  and 
adaptive  management  in  the  future. 

Surveys  may  be  done,  but  are 
not  required  under  Alternatives 

A,  C  and  D.  Design  features  in 
Appendix  F  would  also  apply 
under  all  alternatives. 
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68. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

25 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Chapter  2,  Section  2.7  Table,  Line 

281,  Livestock  Grazing  (Pg.  2-39): 
Alternative  D  puts  the  emphasis  on 
good  range  management  that 
considers  both  the  economic  needs 
of  the  producer  and  the  long-term 
viability  of  the  rangeland  in  the  face  of 
variable  weather  conditions  and 
climate  change.  Consider  applying 
wording  from  Alternative  D  to 
Alternative  C.  Additionally, 
exceptions  can  be  included  to  cover 
instances  of  drought,  wildfire,  severe 
weather,  etc.  that  would  ultimately 
force  a  producer  to  increase  AUMs 
or  utilization.  This  flexibility  would 
ensure  both  resource  conservation 
and  the  longer-term  viability  of 
agricultural  production  across  the 
project  area. 

Management  action  states  that 
increases  in  allotment-specific 
allocations  based  on  forage 
availability  and  improvement  to 
vegetation/habitat  communities 
would  be  considered. 

69. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

26 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Chapter  2,  Section  2.7  Table,  Line 

289,  Livestock  Grazing  (Pg.  2-41): 

Apply  Alternative  D  to  Alternative  C 
for  the  health  and  viability  of  both 
domestic  and  wild  sheep  across  the 
planning  area.  However,  under  no 
circumstances  should  domestic 
sheep/goats  be  allowed  within  the 
planning  area  on  BLM  lands; 
landowners  still  maintain  the  freedom 
to  do  as  they  wish  on  their  private 
lands. 

Change  made  to  Chapter  2. 

70. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

27 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Designate  the  Arrow  Creek  Back 
Country  Conservation  Areas  (BCAs) 
as  stated  in  Alternative  B,  however 
provide  for  ROW  'avoidance'  rather 
than  'exclusion". 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  and 
updated  boundaries  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  have  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative  as 
recreation  management  areas. 

See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs. 
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71. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

34 

Range  of  Alternatives 

since  the  development  of  the  RMP, 

FWP  has  documented  what  is 
believed  to  be  the  easternmost 
aboriginal  population  of  westslope 
cutthroat  trout  in  Alpine  Gulch,  a 

Judith  Mountain  headwater  tributary 
of  Warm  Spring  Creek.  Portions  of 
Alpine  Gulch  occur  on  BLM  lands  and 
FWP  would  strongly  encourage  the 

BLM  to  evaluate  the  drainage  for 

ACEC  status. 

Alpine  Gulch  will  be  part  of  the 
Judith  Mountains  SRMA. 

Required  design  features  and  fish 
and  wildlife  objectives  and 
actions  will  address  needed 
conservation  of  this  trout 
habitat. 

72. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

36 

Range  of  Alternatives 

The  Ear  Mountain  ONA 
opening/closing  dates  (July  1  - 
December  14)  should  be  consistent 
with  the  Ear  Mountain  Wildlife 
Management  Area  opening/closing 
dates  (May  15  -  December  1),  and 
consider  making  the  Ear  Mountain 
individual  grazing  allotment  consistent 
with  the  opening/closing  dates  for  the 
Ear  Mountain  ONA  as  well. 

There  is  settlement  agreement 
in  place  to  protect  nesting 
prairie  falcons  that  precludes 
changing  the  dates.  Interested 
parties  to  the  settlement 
agreement  have  expressed 
opposition  to  change  from 
current  management. 

73. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

37 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Chapter  4,  Environmental 
Consequences  (Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  & 

Outstanding  Natural  Areas  -  Collar 
Gulch  ACEC)  (Pg.  4-170  through  4- 
1 72):  FWP  recommends  maintaining 
ACEC  protections  for  Collar  Gulch 
to  ensure  that  degradation  of  the 
habitat  and  water  quality  from  surface 
disturbing  activities  would  not  occur, 
protecting  westslope  cutthroat  trout. 
The  Collar  Gulch  ACEC  was 
designated  primarily  due  to  the 
presence  of  a  genetically  pure 
population  of  westslope  cutthroat 
trout.  Although  not  considered 
aboriginal,  the  population  is  of 
conservation  concern  and  considered 
high-risk  of  extirpation  given  the  small 
population  size  and  limited  habitat 
available.  The  BLM's  review  of  the 
Collar  Gulch  ACEC  found  that  it  met 
relevance  and  importance  criteria  to 
warrant  ACEC  status  (page  13-14, 
Appendix  T). 

The  Collar  Gulch  area  will  fall 
within  the  proposed  Judith 
Mountain  SRMA.  Required 
design  features  and  fish  and 
wildlife  objectives  and  actions 
will  address  needed 
conservation  of  this  trout 
habitat  with  regard  to  BLM 
authorized  activities. 
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74. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

38 

Range  of  Alternatives 

In  Alternatives  B  &  D,  the  BLM 
proposes  to  expand  the  Collar  Gulch 
ACEC  to  include  the  Chicago  Gulch 
drainage.  FWP  had  previously 
considered  replicating  and  expanding 
the  Collar  Gulch  westslope  cutthroat 
trout  population  into  Chicago  Gulch. 
However,  due  to  changes  in  local 
hydrology,  the  previously  dry 
streambed  barrier  is  no  longer 
sufficient  to  prevent  recolonization  of 
brook  trout,  making  a  piscicide 
treatment  and  replication  efforts 
unreasonable  at  this  time.  Because  of 
this,  FWP  does  not  currently  see  the 
need  to  expand  the  ACEC  to  include 
Chicago  Gulch. 

The  Chiucago  Gulch  area  will  fall 
within  the  proposed  Judith 
Mountain  SRMA.  Required 
design  features  and  fish  and 
wildlife  objectives  and  actions 
will  address  needed 
conservation  of  this  trout 
habitat  with  regard  to  BLM 
authorized  activities.  Chicago 
Gulch  will  not  be  part  of  an 

ACEC. 

75. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

42 

Range  of  Alternatives 

1  request  that  the  BLM  make 
modifications  to  include  specific 
conservation  measures  for  big  game 
migration  corridors,  management  for 
valuable  recreation  destinations,  and 
measures  to  safeguard  areas  of  critical 
environmental  concern  and 
outstanding  natural  areas. 

The  suggested  changes  were 
considered  for  final  for  the  final 

EIS.  Ultimately,  ACECs  and 
relevant  management  actions 
have  been  included  in  the 
proposed  plan.  Four  Rocky 
Mountain  Front  ONA  areas  will 
be  managed  as  Conservation 
Management  Areas,  which  are 
congressional  designations  and 
have  protection  under  the 

Rocky  Mountain  Front  Heritage 
Act.  Other  areas  determined  to 
have  relevance  and  important 
values  are  being  managed  as 
other  designations  such  as 

SRMAs 

76. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

44 

Range  of  Alternatives 

All  alternatives  should  also  explicitly 
recognize  the  existence  of  870,000 
acres  of  school  trust  land  intermixed 
with  BLM  in  the  planning  area  and  the 
shared  obligation  of  the  BLM  and  the 
State  of  Montana  to  provide 
administrative  access  across  their 
respective  lands  for  resource 
management. 

Authorization  of  motorized, 
administrative  travel  between 

BLM  and  State  of  Montana  will 
be  through  a  permitting 
processes  and/or  memoranda  of 
understanding.  Future  travel 
management  planning  efforts  will 
discuss  administrative  access  for 
other  government  entities. 

77. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

45 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Objectives:  add 
actions  to  manage  wildfire  and  treat 
vegetation  to  maintain  or  improve 
habitat  goals. 

Actions  identified  in  the  Wildfire 
Ecology  and  Management 
section— line  182-188. 
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78. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

46 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Travel,  Transportation,  and  Access: 
add  an  objective  to  allow  for  the 
access  needs  of  adjacent  private 
landowners  and  agency  land 
management  and  fire  response. 

Administrative  access  for 
wildfire  response  is  already 
established.  See  page  1 87  of  the 
Analysis  of  Management 

Situation  for  more  information. 

79. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

47 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Forest,  Woodland,  and  Special 

Products:  add  an  objective  to  support 
timber  infrastructure  to  support  long 
term  sustainable  woods  products 
industry. 

Continue  active  forest 
management  in  order  to 
contribute  a  sustainable  supply 
of  timber  to  the  wood  products 
industry  and  its  infrastructure. 
Design  forest  management 
treatments  that  maximize 
utilization  and  encourage  the 
production  of  new  wood 
product  applications. 

80. 

Summer 

Nelson 

Sierra  Club 

351 

2 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Please  ensure  that  BLM's  Lewistown 
Field  Office  fully  analyzes  and  pursues 
an  alternative  that  rapidly  reduces  and 
works  to  eliminate  all  greenhouse  gas 
emissions,  works  to  identify  areas 
suitable  for  renewable  energy 
development,  and  maintains  and 
increases  protection  of  lands  and  all 
areas  offering  connectivity  for  wildlife. 

Management  actions  in  the 
alternatives  presented  in 

Chapter  2  have  been  developed 
to  achieve  climate  objectives. 
Resource  management  plans  are 
evaluated  on  a  five-year  basis  to 
determine  effectiveness  in 
achieving  goals  and  objectives. 
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81. 

Summer 

Nelson 

Sierra  Club 

351 

6 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Important  Alternatives  and  Issues 
were  inappropriately  excluded  from 
detailed  consideration  and  should  be 
fully  analyzed  in  the  Final  EIS.  The 

DEIS  excluded  from  detailed 
consideration,  or  dismissed  as  outside 
the  scope  of  the  planning  area, 
relocation  of  bison  and  leasing  grazing 
allotments  for  bison.  While  BLM  is 
correct  that  a  bison  restoration  effort 
would  involve  other  entities  such  as 
the  State  of  Montana  and  tribal 
governments,  BLM  should  not  defer 
all  consideration  of  the  impacts  of 
bison  restoration  at  this  time.  It  has 
been  scientifically  demonstrated  that 
bison  can  have  very  positive  impacts 
on  natural  resources.  As  well,  bison 
will  likely  suffer  from  a  warming 
climate,  and  like  other  wildlife,  will 
require  additional  habitat  in  order  to 
migrate  and  survive.  It  would  be 
appropriate  for  the  Lewistown  Field 
Office  to  fully  consider  how 
restoration  of  native  bison  -  both  as 
wildlife  and  through  leasing  grazing 
allotments  for  privately  owned  bison  - 
would  impact  the  land,  water,  and 
other  resources  and  values.  It  would 
also  be  appropriate  for  the 

Lewistown  Field  Office  to  analyze 
where  bison  could  best  be  supported, 
in  relation  to  other  private  and  public 
bison  restoration  efforts  and  as  a 
potential  new  restoration 
opportunity. 

Bison  is  discussed  under  Section 
2.6.6.  of  the  Draft  EIS.  Privately 
owned  bison  may  be  authorized 
to  graze  under  the  regulations, 
provided  it  is  consistent  with 
multiple-use  objectives.  As  with 
other  classes  of  livestock,  bison 
may  be  permitted  to  graze 
where  environmental  review 
indicates  no  conflict  with 
resource  objectives  or 
attainment  of  Standards  for 
Rangeland  Health  (BLM  1997). 
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82. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

25 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Section  2.6. 1  provides  some  insight 
into  one  of  the  major  flaws  in  the 

BLMs  analysis  of  livestock  grazing  in 
the  planning  area.  It  is  clear  that  the 
BLM  has  not  conducted  a  thorough 
capability  and  suitability  analysis  for 
the  planning  area  and  certainly  has 
not  done  so  in  light  of  the  changing 
climactic  conditions  that  are 
occurring  and  are  predicted  to  occur. 

In  fact,  according  to  the  DEIS,  no 
comprehensive  forage  analysis  has 
been  conducted  since  1972.  While 
there  may  have  been  some  site- 
specific  updates  in  the  intervening 
years,  this  is  hardly  acceptable  when 
making  determination  about  forage 
availability  in  2019  that  will  be  carried 
forward  for  a  minimum  of  20  or  more 
years.  Certainly,  the  BLM  cannot 
rationally  argue  that  forage  conditions 
in  the  planning  area  today  are 
consistent  with  those  determined  in 

1 972.  Even  the  methods  of  calculation 
would  not  be  remotely  similar. 

WWPs  scoping  comments  addressed 
the  need  for  capability  and  suitability 
analysis  in  the  DEIS  which  clearly  the 
BLM  ignored. 

Adequacy  of  and/or  changes  in 
proper  forage  allocations  are 
determined  at  site  specific 
analysis. 

83. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

26 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Furthermore,  it  is  disingenuous  at 
best  to  suggest  that  a  review  of 
forage  capability  will  be  conducted 
with  the  renewal  of  grazing  permits 
or  leases  on  a  1 0-year  cycle.  In  fact, 
according  the  Appendix  D  of  the 
Assessment  of  the  Management 
Situation  (AMS),  it  is  clear  the  vast 
majority  of  allotments  in  the  LFO  are 
already  beyond  the  10-year  period  for 
new  NEPA  analysis  and  have  been 
renewed  at  the  same  terms  and 
conditions  with  no  further  analysis. 
Additionally,  based  on  a  review  of  the 
few  allotments  that  have  undergone 
NEPA  in  the  last  decade,  no 
comprehensive  forage  analysis  was 
done  at  all. 

Adequacy  of  and/or  changes  in 
proper  forage  allocations  are 
determined  at  site  specific 
analysis. 
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84. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

27 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Alternative  C  violates  FLPMA  for  a 
variety  of  reasons  including  that  it  will 
lead  to  undue  and  unnecessary 
degradation  of  federal  public  lands. 

This  framework  will  lead  to  the 
further  deterioration  of  vegetative 
and  riparian  conditions  in  the  planning 
area.  It  will  also  lead  to  significant 
negative  impact  on  fish  and  wildlife 
species  included  sage-grouse,  grizzly 
bears,  bighorn  sheep,  etc.  Allocations 
of  forage  between  40  and  60  percent 
for  livestock  are  outside  the 
boundary  of  acceptable  rangeland 
management.  This  was  discussed  in 
detail  in  WWPs  scoping  comments. 

Management  action  states  that 
increases  in  allotment-specific 
allocations  based  on  forage 
availability  and  improvement  to 
vegetation/habitat  communities 
would  be  considered. 

85. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

31 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Several  solutions  are  available  to  the 
BLM  to  remedy  this  problem.  First, 
the  DEIS  could  include  site  specific 
analysis  of  existing  grazing  allotments 
and  implement  decisions  for  each 
allotment  or  group  of  allotments 
based  on  resource  conditions  and 
progress  toward  desired  conditions. 
Second,  the  BLM  could  create  and 
commit  to  adhering  to  a  schedule  for 
updating  and  revising  if  necessary,  all 
of  the  AMPs  and/or  grazing  permits  in 
the  planning  area  through  a  NEPA 
compliant  process.  Third,  the  BLM 
could  implement  interim  standards 
including  all  riparian  areas  with 
standards  for  bank  trampling,  woody 
browse,  and  utilization  in  the  riparian 
zone  that  are  based  on  stream 
channel  type  and  the 
presence/absence  of  native  aquatic 
species.  Additionally,  upland 
utilization  reductions  as  discussed  in 
Alternative  B  should  be  immediately 
implemented.  Then  a  NEPA  schedule 
should  be  created  to  validate  the 
interim  standards  and  make 
adjustments  to  AMPs  and  permit 
terms  and  conditions  if  necessary. 

43  CFR  §  4100.0-8  provides  the 
directions  for  LUP  level  analysis. 
Site  specific  analysis  of 
allotments  is  conducted  through 
a  watershed  permit  renewal 
process  at  the  local  level. 
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86. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

32 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Alternative  B  is  on  the  right  track 
when  it  comes  to  unallocated  land. 
However,  this  still  does  not  go  far 
enough.  The  DEIS  should  have 
analyzed  an  alternative  that  closes  all 
vacant  allotments  that  are  not 
currently  being  considered  for  forage 
reserves.  Further,  any  vacant 
allotments  in  connectivity  corridors 
or  in  the  Primary  Conservation  Area 
for  grizzly  bears  should  be  closed 
regardless  of  the  1 988  baseline. 
Authorizing  grazing,  even  on  a 
temporary  basis  in  these  areas 
represents  a  multiple  use  conflict  that 
could  be  easily  remedied  by 
designated  these  land  as  not-suitable 
for  grazing  at  the  RMP  planning  stage. 

In  fact,  this  is  the  most  appropriate 
venue  to  make  such  a  determination. 

Alternative  B  states:  All  parcels 
not  currently  authorized  or 
grazing  use  and  certain  other 
tracts  similarly  unauthorized  for 
grazing  use  would  be  unavailable. 

87. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

33 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Furthermore,  as  mentioned  in  WWPs 
scoping  comments,  the  DEIS  should 
have  analyzed  an  alternative  that 
allows  for  the  permanent  retirement 
of  grazing  allotments  that  are  waived 
by  the  permittee  for  the  purpose  of 
permanently  ending  grazing  on  that 
allotment.  This  proven  conservation 
tool  is  extremely  effective  in  solving 
conflicts  between  native  wildlife  and 
domestic  livestock.  Again,  the  land 
use  planning  process  is  the  perfect 
opportunity  to  examine  changing 
allocations  as  a  result  of  conservation 
efforts  such  a  permit  retirement. 

LFO  GSG  Ammendment 
considered  allotment 
retirement.  That  analysis  is 
being  carried  forward  in  this 

RMP  revision. 
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88. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

34 

Range  of  Alternatives 

We  appreciate  that  the  preferred 
alternative  includes  language 
prohibiting  the  conversion  of 
allotments  to  domestic  sheep  use,  or 
the  creation  of  new  sheep  allotments, 
within  occupied  bighorn  sheep 
habitat.  However,  the  alternative 
does  not  appear  to  address  the 
potential  conversion  to  sheep  leases 
or  the  creation  of  new  sheep 
allotments  near  occupied  bighorn 
sheep  habitat,  where  those  allotments 
would  put  bighorn  sheep  at  risk,  and 
the  alternative  contains  no 
substantive  direction  which  would 
facilitate  the  establishment  of  new 
herds  to  historic  habitat  areas.  The 
alternative  should  be  amended  to 
include  provisions  which  would 
support  both  existing  and  expanded 
bighorn  sheep  populations. 

Management  action  is  clear  as 
written:  "Sheep  and  goat 
allotments  in  areas  with  risk  of 
contact  (between  9  and  20 
miles)  with  bighorn  sheep  and 
domestic  sheep  and/or  goats  in 
the  planning  area  would  be 
reviewed  and  managed,  or 
reclassified  if  necessary,  to 
achieve  effective  separation 
(both  temporal  and/or  spatial) 
between  domestic  sheep  and/or 
goats  and  bighorn  sheep. 

89. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

35 

Range  of  Alternatives 

The  Little  Belt  mountains  contain 
suitable  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  and 
bighorn  sheep  have  been  observed  on 
forays  in  the  Little  Belts  in  recent 
years.  A  BLM  domestic  sheep 
allotment  also  occurs  in  the  Little 

Belts,  however,  precluding  the 
establishment  of  resident  bighorn 
populations  through  either  pioneering 
or  transplants.  Instead  of  providing 
for  the  expansion  of  bighorn  sheep 
herds  only  where  suitable  conditions 
already  exist,  BLM  should  prioritize 
the  development  of  suitable  habitat 
conditions  which  would  support  new 
and  expanded  existing  populations  of 
bighorn  sheep.  This  includes  analyzing 
and  vacating  or  relocating  existing 
sheep  allotments  within  unoccupied 
historic  bighorn  sheep  habitat  and 
within  potential  corridors  between 
populations. 

BLM  does  not  contain  primary 
land  ownership  in  the  Little 

Belts.  Current  management  is  to 
"Prohibit  domestic  sheep  grazing 
from  overlapping  bighorn  sheep 
habitat  to  ensure  no  contact 
between  domestic  adn  bighorn 
sheep".  Alternatives  continue 
separation  between  domestic 
and  wild  sheep  with  varing 
distances.  Action  in  line  106 
would  not  preclude 
consideration,  but  would  require 
additional  project  anaylysis 
(NEPA)  as  part  of  the 
consideration. 
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90. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

36 

Range  of  Alternatives 

BLM  should  amend  the  direction 
regarding  bighorn  sheep  to  read:  "No 
new  sheep  or  goat  allotments  or 
conversions  would  be  allowed  in  the 
Field  Office  unless  the  Risk  of 

Contact  Model  or  other  quantitative 
scientific  assessment  indicates  a  low 
risk  of  contact  with  bighorn  sheep 
herds  and  with  historic  bighorn  sheep 
habitat".  To  support  robust 
populations  of  bighorn  sheep, 
additional  direction  requiring  the  Risk 
of  Contact  or  other  assessment  for 
new  allotments  or  conversions  be 
conducted  at  the  landscape  carrying 
capacity,  and  not  just  the  existing  or 
minimum  viable  population,  should  be 
included. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

91. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

37 

Range  of  Alternatives 

BLM's  intent  with  the  following  is 
unclear:  Allotments  between  current 
occupied  wild  bighorn  sheep  habitat 
and  current  sheep  allotments  would 
be  reviewed  and  reclassified  based  on 
habitat,  movement  potential,  and 
current  science  and  guidelines  to 
minimize  contact  between  domestic 
sheep  and  bighorn  sheep.  (2-41)  How 
might  allotments  between  existing 
sheep  allotments  and  occupied 
bighorn  sheep  habitat,  which  are 
presumably  currently  stocked  with 
cattle  or  held  vacant,  be  reclassified 
to  minimize  interspecies  contact? 

Does  BLM  mean  allotments  between 
two  or  more  areas  of  occupied 
bighorn  sheep  habitat  would  be 
reviewed  and  reclassified,  in  addition 
to  all  existing  BLM  sheep  allotments? 
This  section  should  be  reworded  to 
clarify  the  BLM's  intent. 

Management  action  is  clear  as 
written:  "Sheep  and  goat 
allotments  in  areas  with  risk  of 
contact  (between  9  and  20 
miles)  with  bighorn  sheep  and 
domestic  sheep  and/or  goats  in 
the  planning  area  would  be 
reviewed  and  managed,  or 
reclassified  if  necessary,  to 
achieve  effective  separation 
(both  temporal  and/or  spatial) 
between  domestic  sheep  and/or 
goats  and  bighorn  sheep. 
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92. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

41 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Specifically,  in  terms  of  livestock 
grazing,  the  DEIS  fails  to  address  need 
to  for  action  and  fails  to  provide  a 
range  of  reasonable  alternatives  that 
will  accomplish  goals  and  objectives. 
Alternative  B  is  the  only  action 
alternative  that  is  a  significant  change 
from  the  current  plan  with 

Alternative  C  actually  leading  to  an 
increase  in  grazing  and  corresponding 
increase  in  effects  that  are  already  out 
of  compliance  with  the  existing  plan, 
FLPMA,  the  Clean  Water  Act  and 

BLM  policy  and  regulations.  The  DEIS 
should  have  analyzed  an  additional 
alternative  that  reduces  grazing, 
implements  measurable  and 
identifiable  actions  such  as  stream 
bank  trampling  standards,  stubble 
height  requirements,  etc.  and 
addresses  the  actual  capacity  of  the 

BLM  to  assess  grazing  allotments  in 
the  planning  area  based  on  current 
resources.  Furthermore,  the  DEIS 
should  include  an  alternative  that 
implements  hard  and  soft  triggers  for 
management  action  based  on  changing 
climactic  conditions  in  addition  to  the 
existing  drought  policy. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  The  BLM  developed 
a  range  of  alternatives  in  the 

Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  all  resources 
and  to  meet  the  purpose  and 
need  and  other  goals.  These 
goals  are  consistent  with  NEPA 
regulations  at  40  CFR  1 50 1  (c). 

The  range  of  alternatives  does 
include  reduced  grazing  for 
forage  and  acreages. 

93. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

42 

Range  of  Alternatives 

What  is  needed  is  stocking  levels  that 
are  conservative  under  drought 
conditions  where  are  persistent  and 
expected  to  increase  in  frequency  in 
the  planning  area  over  the  life  of  the 
plan.  A  25%  reduction  in  AUMs 
across  the  board  would  be  a  good 
start  and  the  BLM  should  have 
analyzed  an  alternative  the  reduced 
AUMs  immediately  and  without 
discretion  or  additional  monitoring 
requirements. 

See  Appendix  P  for  BLM's 
drought  policy. 
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94. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

51 

Range  of  Alternatives 

In  terms  of  drought,  the  BLM  relies 
on  the  existing  drought  policy  which 
is  only  enforced  in  a  haphazard 
manner  and  was  not  analyzed  in  the 
DEIS.  Because  the  BLM  repeatedly 
acknowledges  that  drought  conditions 
will  persist  and  increase  in  the 
planning  area,  additional  measures 
should  have  been  analyzed  in  the 

DEIS  and  actions  proposed  in  the 

DRMP  for  all  action  alternatives.  In 
general,  this  would  mean  restrictions 
on  livestock  grazing.  During  periods 
of  drought,  large  increases  in  runoff 
and  erosion  can  occur,  especially  after 
heavy  grazing,  causing  increased 
sedimentation.  In  areas  prone  to 
frequent  drought,  light  grazing  is  often 
recommended  during  normal  years  of 
growth  so  that  the  plant  communities 
are  healthy  enough  to  survive  the 
drought  years.  (Appendix  W,  p.  809) 
Unfortunately,  it  seems  that  the  BLM 
designed  alternatives  on  the  false 
assumption  that  what  were  normal 
precipitation  as  evidenced  by  the 
assumptions  stated  in  Appendix  W. 
Adequate  forage  will  be  available  for 
current  wildlife  and  livestock 
population  objectives,  with  normal 
precipitation  (absence  of  drought). 
(Appendix  W,  p.  813) 

See  Appendix  P  for  BLM's 
drought  policy. 

95. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

53 

Range  of  Alternatives 

The  DRMP  should  include  an 

Objective  to  complete  NEPA 
processing  and  revise  AMPs  through  a 
NEPA  compliant  process  for  all  LBLM 
grazing  allotments  within  the  life  of 
the  plan.  Without  such  a  commitment 
and  an  action  plan  to  implement  it, 
the  entire  premise  of  the  DEIS  and 
DRMP  is  suspect  in  that  proposed 
actions  will  never  be  implemented 
including  those  required  by  the 

Greater  sage-grouse  plan  amendment. 

The  BLMs  direction  on  AMPs  is 
covered  in  43  CFR  §  4 1 20.2. 
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96. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

54 

Range  of  Alternatives 

The  DRMP  should  also  include  a 
monitoring  component  to  track  the 
progress  in  RPM  revision  and  NEPA 
compliance.  Appendix  D.3  states: 
"Regulations  at  43  CFR  1 6 1 0.4-9 
require  that  the  proposed  plan 
establish  intervals  and  standards,  as 
appropriate,  for  monitoring  and 
evaluating  the  plan,  based  on  the 
sensitivity  of  the  resource  decisions 
involved."  However,  the  DEIS  and 
DRMP  are  completely  silent  on 
monitoring.  In  terms  of  livestock 
grazing,  there  is  no  information 
provided  about  how  the  BLM  will 
insure  that  riparian  objectives  are 
being  met,  how  utilization  standards 
are  being  met,  how  soils  are  being 
impacted  by  permitted  grazing,  etc. 

The  DEIS  should  analyze  a  monitoring 
plan  for  grazing  allotments  in  the 
planning  area  and  the  DRMP  should 
propose  a  monitoring  schedule  that 
will  be  adhered  to. 

The  BLM  periodically  reviews 
the  progress  in  meeting  the  plan 
objectives  and  adhering  to  the 
management  framework 
established  by  the  plan.  Council 
on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ) 
regulations  implementing  NEPA 
state  that  agencies  may  provide 
for  monitoring  to  ensure  that 
their  decisions  are  carried  out 
and  should  do  so  in  important 
cases  (40  CFR  1 505.2[c]).  To 
meet  these  requirements,  the 

BLM  will  prepare  periodic 
reports  on  the  implementation 
of  the  RMP.  Monitoring  of 
individal  grazing  allotments 
occurs  at  the  allotment  and 
watershed  planning  scale. 

97. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

55 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Reliance  on  the  Montana  Standards 
and  Guidelines  for  the  Lewistown 

Field  Office  is  simply  not  sufficient  to 
achieve  improvement  in  resource 
conditions. 

The  BLMs  direction  in  using 
Standards  and  Guidelines  is 
outlined  in  43  CFR  Subpart 

4180. 
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98. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

359 

58 

Range  of  Alternatives 

include  standards  or  guidelines  to 

Standards  and  guidelines  allow 

Watersheds 

avoid  livestock  related  conflict.  For 

for  the  identification  of  casual 

Project 

example,  placement  of  salt  and  other 

factors  for  not  meeting  the 

attractants  should  not  be  near  known 

Standards  for  Rangeland 

wolf  denning  and  rendezvous  sites. 

Health(l997).  If  a  wildlife 

Livestock  should  not  be  released  near 

conflict  is  preventing  an 

these  sites.  In  areas  where  wolf 

allotment  from  meeting  the 

conflicts  have  occurred, 

biodiversity  standard, 

herders/riders  should  be  present  with 

management  actions  will  be 

livestock  and  practice  animal 

developed  to  allow  that 

husbandry  techniques  that  reduce 

permit/lease  to  make  progress 

predation.  These  same  concepts 

towards  or  meet  the  Standards 

could  and  should  also  be  applied  to 
grizzly  bears.  Further,  the  RMP  should 
include  a  standard  that  clearly  states 
that  in  situations  where  there  is 
livestock  predation  by  native 
predators,  the  livestock  should  be 
moved  rather  than  removing  or  killing 
the  native  wildlife.  Finally,  the  LBLM 
should  include  RMP  direction  that 
animal  killing  contests  are  not  a 
suitable  activity  on  BLM  managed 
lands. 

for  Rangeland  Health(l  997). 
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99. 

Patrick 

Lendrum 

World  Wildlife 
Fund 

361 

3 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Under  BLM's  preferred  Alternative  C, 
Category  3  does  not  provide  guiding 
criteria  for  size  or  distance  of  prairie 
dog  colonies,  which  would  preclude 
them  from  providing  the  necessary 
habitat  to  maintain  the  multitude  of 
species  dependent  on  them.  To  state 
that  this  plan  would  "allow  continued 
distribution  over  90  percent  of  the 
historical  range  of  the  species  in 
Montana  and  to  accommodate 
distributional  needs  of  associated 
species"  ignores  the  fact  that 
accommodating  the  needs  of 
associated  species  depends  on  a 
certain  acreage  and  distribution  of 
prairie  dog  colonies  to  provide 
ecologically  functioning  habitat.  WWF 
advocates  for  the  maintenance  of 

Prairie  Dog  Complex  Category  2  at  a 
minimum  as  opted  for  in  Alterative  B. 
The  Draft  Lewistown  BLM/EIS 
acknowledges  that  Prairie  Dog 

Complex  Category  1  would  maintain 
habitat  for  black-footed  ferrets  but 
does  not  include  this  as  an  option  in 
any  of  the  alternatives.  WWF 
encourages  the  BLM  to  consider  an 
alternative  that  enables  black-footed 
ferret  reintroduction  to  help  reach 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
recovery  goals  of  30  or  more 
geographically  distinct  wild 
populations  (USFWS  2013).  Not 
doing  so  negates  federal 
responsibilities  to  recover  species 
under  Sec  7(a)  of  the  ESA.  Threats  to 
prairie  dog  and  ferret  survival, 
reproduction  and  dispersal  will  likely 
be  amplified  by  future  changes  in 
climate,  land  use  practices,  and 
disease.  Because  such  events  could 
cause  additional  population  declines  in 
both  species,  ensuring  connectivity 
and  resiliency  among  these 
populations  is  important  to  their 
future  persistence  in  this  region. 

Category  1  prairie  dog 
complexes  (at  least  5,000  acres 
using  the  7  Km  rule)  are  not 
attainable  on  BLM  managed 
lands  in  the  LFO.  With  this  in 
mind,  Alternative  B  (and  D) 
strive  for  at  least  one  Category 

2  complex  of  1 ,000  acres  or 
more.  Alternatives  B  and  D  are 
best  for  praire  dogs  and 
associated  species.  Black-footed 
ferret  reintroduction  is  not 
feasible  solely  on  BLM  managed 
lands,  but  is  not  precluded  if 
supported  by  adjacent 
landowners. 
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# 
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Comment  Code 
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Response 

100. 

Ralph 

Corbett 

Petroleum 

County 

Conservation 

District 

375 

4 

Range  of  Alternatives 

The  District  has  concerns  with  line 
item  106  in  Chapter  2.7  ,  regarding 

Fish  and  Wildlife.  Species 
introductions  or  reestablishment  is  an 
issue  or  organizations  have  adopted 
policy  to  oppose,  in  particular  when 
referring  to  wolves  and  grizzly  bears. 
Our  suggestion  is  to  adopt 

Alternative  A  or  strike  line  item  106 
from  the  RMP. 

Action  is  not  intended  for  a 
specific  species  and  accompanies 
the  Goal  listed  in  line  104  and 
objective  in  line  1 05.  Project 
specific  analysis  (NEPA)  would 
occur  as  part  of  the 
consideration. 

101. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

18 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Our  position  is  that  the  existing 
system  of  OHV  routes  does  not 
adequately  meet  the  needs  list  above. 
The  benefits  to  the  public  would 
greatly  benefit  from  continued 
management  for  multiple-uses 
including  an  enhanced  system  of  OHV 
routes  and  less  designated  wilderness 
area.  The  current  analysis  and 
proposal  does  not  adequately  develop 
and  address  this  reasonable 
alternative.  Therefore,  we  oppose  the 
closure  of  any  motorized  access  and 
motorized  recreational  opportunities 
and  the  development  of  a  Pro- 
Recreation  Alternative. 

Comment  noted.  BLM's  route 
network  and  the  designation  of 
individual  routes  will  be 
addressed  in  future  travel 
management  planning. 

102. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

21 

Range  of  Alternatives 

-The  analysis  does  not  include  any 
alternatives  that  would  provide 
motorized  opportunities  to  replace 
the  closure  of  opportunities  close  to 
town.  -The  project  areas  close  to 
town  are  used  extensively  by  youth 
and  are  being  taken  away  without 
adequate  consideration  of  the  need.  - 
Consideration  for  motorized  trail 
riding  opportunities  for  the  youth  has 
not  been  given  a  hard  look. 

Comment  noted.  BLM's  route 
network  and  the  designation  of 
individual  routes  will  be 
addressed  in  future  travel 
management  planning.  The 

RMP/EIS  identifies  areas  open, 
closed  and  limited.  No  areas 
near  Lewistown,  or  other 
population  centers  are  being 
closed  to  motorized  travel  in 
the  RMP/EIS. 
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103. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

22 

Range  of  Alternatives 

-The  analysis  does  not  include  any 
alternatives  that  would  provide 
motorized  opportunities  to  replace 
the  closure  of  opportunities  close  to 
town.  -The  project  area  is  used 
extensively  by  elderly,  handicapped, 
disabled  and  veterans  and  is  being 
taken  away  without  adequate 
consideration  of  this  significant  public 
need.  -The  analysis  does  not  include 
reasonable  alternatives  that  would 
provide  motorized  opportunities  that 
adequately  meet  the  needs  of  the 
elderly,  disabled  and  veterans.  - 
Consideration  for  motorized  trail 
riding  opportunities  for  the  disabled, 
elderly,  and  veterans  has  not  been 
given  a  hard  look. 

Comment  noted.  BLM's  route 
network  and  the  designation  of 
individual  routes  will  be 
addressed  in  future  travel 
management  planning.  The 

RMP/EIS  identifies  areas  open, 
closed  and  limited.  No  areas 
near  Lewistown,  or  other 
population  centers  are  being 
closed  to  motorized  travel  in 
the  RMP/EIS. 

104. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

31 

Range  of  Alternatives 

-The  proposed  action  does  not 
include  any  OHV  trail  opportunities. 

Comment  noted.  BLM's  route 
network  and  the  designation  of 
individual  OHV  trail 
opportunities  will  be  addressed 
in  future  travel  management 
planning. 

105. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

32 

Range  of  Alternatives 

-There  is  not  an  equal  opportunity  in 
miles  of  trail  and  quality  of  experience 
for  motorcycle  single  track 
recreationists. 

Comment  noted.  BLM's  route 
network  and  the  designation  of 
individual  single  track  trails  will 
be  addressed  in  future  travel 
management  planning. 

106. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

38 

Range  of  Alternatives 

-There  are  over  300,000  OHV 
recreationists  in  Montana  and  well 
over  50,000,000  in  the  United  States. 
-The  proposed  plan  fails  to  adequately 
or  reasonably  recognize  and  address 
that  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreation  are  the  #1  use  of  the 
project  area.  -The  analysis  does  not 
include  an  alternative  that  would 
provide  a  reasonable  level  of 
motorized  trail  opportunities  to  meet 
the  existing  and  future  needs  of  OHV 
recreationists. 

See  page  ES-2  for  a  comparison 
of  areas  closed  to  motorized 
travel  from  all  alternatives. 

BLM's  route  network  and  the 
designation  of  individual  single 
track  trails  will  be  addressed  in 
future  travel  management 
planning.  Three  of  the  four 
alternatives  contain  less  than  2% 
of  the  planning  area  that  is 
closed  to  motorized  travel. 
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107. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

6 

Range  of  Alternatives 

*  Travel,  Transportation  Management, 
and  Access  *  Volume  1,  pages  2-44, 

Item  3  1 2  Alternative  B,  C,  and  D 

Action  *  RMP  Item  3 1 2  proposes  to 
impose  an  additional,  administrative 
requirement  on  hundreds  of  grazing 
allotment  lessees  and  permittees  to 
describe  how  motorized,  wheeled 
cross  access  travel  would  be  managed 
for  "both  on  and  off  the  existing  or 
designated  route  system."  Motorized 
cross-country  access  to  grazing 
allotments  and  leases  for  fencing 
repairs,  monitoring  of  state  issued 
water  rights,  placement  of  salt  and 
minerals,  and  seasonal  cattle 
transport  is  part  of  the  historical  and 
cultural  heritage  for  grazing  allotment 
owners,  and  was  accounted  for 
during  the  permit  process.  Item  3  12  is 
redundant  burden  on  grazing 
leaseholders  and  should  be  removed. 

*  Replace  Alternative  C  language  for 
line  3  12  with  language  from  no  action 
Alternative  A. 

Language  in  Row  3 1 2  has  been 
modified.  This  would  allow  us  to 
address  site  specific  resource 
concerns  when  needed,  in  our 
permit  renewal  process. 
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108. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

7 

Range  of  Alternatives 

*  Raptor  and  Migratory  Bird  Hazard 
Mitigation  Electric  Utility  Lines  and 
Substations  *  Volume  1,  Pages  2-18, 

Item  1  1 7  *  Most  avian  electrocution 
kills  occur  on  lower  voltage, 
distribution  power  lines  (<  1 2  kV), 
where  phase-to-phase  or  phase-to- 
ground  contact  potential  exists. 
Generally,  electric  transmission  lines 
(69kV  and  higher  voltage)  do  not 
present  a  material  avian  electrocution 
hazard,  rendering  prescriptive 
correction  of  existing  powerlines  for 
avian  electrocution  hazards  largely 
unnecessary.  Because  mitigation 
protection  for  avian  electrocution  or 
collision  can  be  discreetly  appropriate 
in  migratory  flyways,  for  those  areas 
documented  by  US  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  or  state  agencies  as  being 
prone  to  avian  kills,  utilities  should 
consider  an  avian  protection  program 
along  with  new  or  retrofit 
construction.  *  For  decades  the 

USDA,  Rural  Utility  Service  (RUS)  has 
published  standards  and  information 
for  identifying  and  mitigating  avian 
electrocution  and  collision  hazards, 
and  as  part  of  financing  has  typically 
only  required  avian  protection  for 
those  cases  where  powerlines  pose  a 
demonstrated  threat  to  wildlife. 

Revise  Item  1  1 7  to  include  several 
references  at  discretion  of  the  utility, 
lender  or  permitting  agency. 

The  RMP  implementation  plan 
would  identify  specific  actions  to 
address  conditions  of 
powerlines. 

109. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

1  1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

The  BCA  category  should  be  justified 
in  the  context  of  the  43  U.S.C. 

1 702Q)  (Definitions)  and  43  USC 

1714  (a),  secretarial  authority  for  the 
executive  withdrawal  of  public  lands  - 
or  abandoned. 

No  withdrawals  are  being 
proposed. 
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Organization  Letter  Comment 

Name  #  # 


Comment  Code 
Name 


Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 


395 


13 


Range  of  Alternatives 


Comment  Text 


The  proposed  Crooked  Creek  BCA 
designation  constitutes  a  new 
category  of  an  executive  withdrawal 
of  public  lands  with  mapped 
boundaries  and  imposed  management 
restrictions.  Local  BLM  offices  do  not 
appear  to  have  been  delegated 
FLPMA  43  USC  1714  (a)  secretarial 
authority  to  create  special  use 
designation(s)  or  issue  new  categories 
beyond  the  ERMA  designation  (BLM 
manual  H-I60I-I). 


Response 


BLM  evaluated  Backcountry 
conservation  areas  through  the 
recreation  management  process 
defined  in  BLM  Manual  H-8320-1 
Recreation  and  Visitor  Services 
Planning,  as  well  as,  Instruction 
Memorandum  2017-036. 
Evaluation  of  BCAs  is  also  based 
on  implementation  of  Executive 
Order  1 3443  on  the  Facilitation 
of  Hunting  Heritage  and  Wildlife 
Conservation,  and  Department 
of  the  Interior  (DOI)  Secretarial 
Orders  3347,  3356,  and  3362  on 
hunting  and  fishing  opportunities 
and  wildlife  habitat  conservation. 
See  Appendix  Q  for 
management  prescriptions 
specific  to  BCAs.  A  definition  is 
contained  in  the  glossary. 
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III. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

16 

Range  of  Alternatives 

When  passing  appropriations  for  the 
National  Forest  System  Lands  in  the 

20 1 5  National  Defense  Authorization 
Act  (section  3065),  the  Congress 
foreclosed  further  consideration  of 
Beaver  Meadows  (595  acres)  and 

North  Sun  Fork  River  (196  acres)  as 
these  small,  isolated  parcels  fail  to 
meet  the  five  thousand  acre  standard 
in  the  definition  of  "Wilderness"  in 
the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964.  Square 
Butte  is  a  flat-topped,  eroded 
laccolith  measuring  2.0  miles  by  2.5 
miles.  This  small,  remote,  and 
inaccessible  parcel  is  nearly 
landlocked  by  private  lands,  except 
for  a  short  boundary  of  state  land. 

The  small  and  landlocked  condition 
renders  the  potential  for  Square 

Butte  to  meet  the  minimum  5,000- 
acre  Wilderness  Act  criteria  highly 
unlikely.  The  objective  to  preserve 
wilderness  characteristics  for  Beaver 
Meadows,  North  Sun  Fork  River,  and 
Square  Butte  is  inconsistent  with 
technical  criteria  of  Congressional 

WSA  mandates,  rendering  these  lands 
unsuitable  for  ongoing  consideration 
or  management  as  a  WSA. 

Beaver  Meadows  and  NF  are 
not  specifically  mentioned  in 

3065.  Buffalo  Cr  and  Zook  were 
released;  Bridge  Coulee  and 
Musselshell  Breaks  were 
identified  for  further  study. 

1  12. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

17 

Range  of  Alternatives 

The  Action  in  Alternatives  B,  C,  and 

D  proposes  closure  of  the  three 

WSAs  to  motorized  and  mechanized 
travel,  except  for  access  to 
"grandfathered"  uses.  This  action  is 
inappropriate  given  the  WSA  cannot 
foreseeably  meet  the  minimum 
statutory  requirements  for  wilderness 
characteristics. 

Comment  noted.  Lands 
currently  identified  as 

Wilderness  Study  Areas  can  be 
designated  or  released  from 
study  status  only  by 
congressional  action.A 
description  of  Grand-Fathered 
Uses  is  provided  BLM  Manual 

6330,  Management  of  BLM 
wilderness  areas.  Manual  6330  is 
cited  in  the  EIS. 
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1  13. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

395 

18 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Given  their  unsuitability  for 

BLM  will  manage  these  areas 

Natural 

designation  as  wilderness  areas, 

according  to  the  non¬ 

Resource 

formal  congressional  action  is 

impairment  criteria  until 

Coalition 

required  to  release  Beaver  Meadows, 

Congressional  action  is  taken  to 

North  Sun  Fork  River,  and  Square 

Butte  WSAs  for  general  management 
under  Multiple  Use  and  Sustained 

Yield  principles  (BLM  Manual  6330). 

Due  to  the  unsuitability  of  the  three 
WSAs  for  future  designation  as 
wilderness  areas,  change  Alternatives 

B,  C,  and  D  to  allow  for  limited 
motorized  or  mechanized  travel  to 
existing  ways  and  manage  under 

FLMPA  multiple  use  and  sustained 
yield  principles  for  public  lands. 

resolve  the  status  of  these  areas. 
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1  14. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

20 

Range  of  Alternatives 

The  Visual  Resource  Management 
(VRM)  inventory  classification  process 
is  procedurally  indeterminable,  lacks 
federal  data-quality  standards  for 
information  utility,  and  is  technically 
flawed  for  the  alternatives  proposed 
in  Volume  1,  Item  221  and  Volume  II, 
Figures  2-5  -  2-8.  The  maps,  process 
and  Visual  Contrast  Rating 

Worksheets  require  consistency 
review  with  updated  Information 
Quality  Act  policies  imposed  on  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  the  April 

29,  2019  Memorandum  from  the 

Office  of  Management  and  Budget. 
Procedural  Inconsistencies  -  BLM 
guidance  H-84I0-I  Section  V.  A.  (1) 
states  that  VRM  inventory  classes  "do 
not  establish  management  direction 
and  should  not  be  used  as  a  basis  for 
constraining  or  limiting  surface 
disturbing  activities."  This  statement  is 
supported  in  a  September  8,  1 998 
Instructional  Memorandum  by  the 

DOI  Acting  Assistant  Director  for 
Renewals  and  Planning.  The  BLM 
guidance  intends  for  the  VRM 
inventory  only  to  identify  visual 
values,  and  for  those  values  to  be 
recorded  on  a  "map  developed  in 
each  RMP  showing  the  approved 
visual  resource  management  classes." 

As  a  result,  it  is  the  RMP  process 
itself  that  establishes  the  VRM  classes 
and  boundaries,  and  once  adopted 
into  an  RMP,  the  VRM  classes 
become  regulatory  in  nature  and 
contribute  to  management  decisions 
throughout  the  20-year  RMP  cycle. 

Per  BLM  Manual  8410-1,  the  VRI 
is  baseline  inventory 
information.  Inventory  classes 
are  informational  in  nature  and 
provide  the  basis  for  considering 
visual  values  in  the  RMP  process. 
They  do  not  establish 
management  direction  and 
should  not  be  used  as  a  basis  for 
constraining  or  limiting  surface 
disturbing  activities.  The 
assignment  of  VRM  classes  is 
based  on  the  management 
actions  in  the  RMP. 
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1  15. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

26 

Range  of  Alternatives 

In  its  draft  LFO  RMP,  Alternative  A 
(existing  RMP),  Figure  2-67  maps  all 

27  WSR  stream  segments  as  eligible. 
Alternative  B,  Figure  2-68  Special 
Designations  maps  all  27  eligible 

WSRs  as  suitable.  This  inappropriately 
proposes  all  27  stream  segments  as 
being  suitable  for  designation  which  is 
inconsistent  with  preliminary  findings 
of  the  agency  as  unsuitable. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  The  BLM  developed 
a  range  of  alternatives  in  the 

Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  water  resources 
and  to  meet  the  purpose  and 
need  and  other  goals.  These 
goals  are  consistent  with  NEPA 
regulations  at  40  CFR  1 50 1  (c). 

All  27  segments  were 
determined  to  be  eligible,  but 
suitability  determinations  vary 
among  the  alternatives  for 
analysis  purposes. 

1  16. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

26 

Range  of  Alternatives 

In  January  20 1 5,  BLM  published  its 

Wild  and  Scenic  River  Report  (WSR 
Report)  which  examined  the 
suitability  of  27  stream  segments  for 
potential  designation  by  Congress  in 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
(WSR)  system.  In  chapter  4  of  the 

WSR  Report  BLM  concludes  none  of 
the  27  stream  segments  to  be  suitable 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  WSR 
System  because  the  alternating  and 
interspersed  nature  of  the  stream 
segments  between  private  inholdings 
and  public  lands  render  federal 
withdrawal  or  management  solely  for 
scenic  values  inappropriate. Figure  2- 
69  Alternative  C  and  Figure  2-70 
Alternative  D  remove  eligible  stream 
segments  and  do  not  include  suitable 
stream  segments  (consistent  with 
preliminary  findings).  Both 
alternatives  finding  stream  segments 
unsuitable  remove  them  from  interim 
management  as  eligible  streams. 

The  20 1 5  WSR  report  was  the 
Eligibility  Report  and  did  not 
include  the  suitability  analysis.  It 
has  was  released  in  February 

2015  and  has  been  available  on 
the  project  ePIanning  website. 

All  27  segments  were 
determined  to  be  eligible,  but 
suitability  determinations  vary 
among  the  alternatives  for 
analysis  purposes. 
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1  17. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

27 

Range  of  Alternatives 

We  concur  with  the  findings  of  the 
WSR  Report  that  all  27  river 
segments  are  not  suitable  for  federal 
designation  under  the  National  WSR 
System.  Therefore,  all  27  stream 
segments  should  be  removed  from 
maps,  and  the  final  RMP  should 
conclude  that  no  future  Wild  and 

Scenic  analysis  is  warranted  absent 
new  statutes  from  Congress.  Figure 
2-69,  Alternative  C  best  represents 
agency  findings  and  the  appropriate 
alternative.  All  stream  segments  that 
have  been  determined  as  not  being 
suitable  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
WSR  System  should  be  released  from 
any  interim  federal  management 
protections  or  programs.  The  local 

BLM  field  office  should  not  dedicate 
further  resources  absent  policy  or 
Congressional  changes.  If  the  BLM 
designates  any  stream  segment(s)  as 
suitable  in  its  preferred  Alternative(s), 
then  the  Secretary  should  perform 
the  FLPMA  required  inventory,  notify 
landholders,  and  give  affected  local 
governments  an  opportunity  to 
coordinate  and  pursue  cooperative 
agreements  consistent  with  1 6  U.S.C. 

1 28 1  (e).  Further  the  agency  must 
provide  research/science  to  justify  a 
shift  from  unsuitable  in  preliminary 
findings  to  suitable  in  the  final 
document. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  The  BLM  developed 
a  range  of  alternatives  in  the 

Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  water  resources 
and  to  meet  the  purpose  and 
need  and  other  goals.  These 
goals  are  consistent  with  NEPA 
regulations  at  40  CFR  1 50 1  (c). 

All  27  segments  were 
determined  to  be  eligible,  but 
suitability  determinations  vary 
among  the  alternatives  for 
analysis  purposes. 
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1  18. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

30 

Range  of  Alternatives 

We  prefer  "no  action",  Alternative  A 
for  Item  285.  The  RMP  presents  no 
technical  justification  for  removing 
the  yearling  factor,  which 
appropriately  adjusts  AUMs  for  the 
measurable  difference  in  forage 
consumption  of  800-900  lb  yearlings 
compared  to  a  1400  lb  cow  with  a 

400  lb  calf  at  her  side. 

For  purposes  of  pragmatic  and 
orderly  range  administration,  the 
definition  of  an  AUM  for  fee 
purposes  encompasses  a  variety 
of  classes  of  animals  that  vary  in 
weight  and  can  differ  significantly 
from  a  1,000-pound  animal.  The 
forage  consumed  by  a  steer  or 
heifer 

weighing  600  pounds  grazing  for 
one  month  is  counted  as  an 

AUM  as  is  the  forage  consumed 
by  a  1 000-pound  cow  with  a  calf. 
Neither  definition  identifies  the 
quantity  of  forage  that 
constitutes  an  AUM.  The 
amount  of  permitted  use  is  a 
mandatory  term  in  grazing 
permits  and  leases.  Permitted 
use  will  be  modified  when  the 
authorized  officer 
determines  that  such  an 
adjustment  is  needed  to  manage, 
maintain,  or  improve  rangeland 
productivity;  to  assist  in 
restoring  ecosystems  to 
properly  functioning  condition; 
or  to  otherwise  meet  land 
health  standards  or  land  use  plan 
objectives.  Under  Alternative  C, 
if  a  permittee  runs  yearlings  and 
the  vegetative  conditions  of  an 
allotment  improve,  an  increase 
in  permitted  use  AUMS  could  be 
warranted. 

1  19. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

35 

Range  of  Alternatives 

We  recommend  striking  the 
proposed  BLM  Use  or  Lose  access 
policy  for  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D, 
and  performance  of  an  inventory  of 
roads  proposed  for  this  policy  as 
required  by  SO  3373  "Evaluating 

Public  Access  in  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  Public  Land  Disposals 
and  Exchanges"  3373.  If  the  Secretary 
decides  to  prepare  an  inventory,  it 
should  be  reported  in  the  final  LFO 
RMP. 

The  action  does  not  apply  to 
private  roads,  only  roads  on 

BLM  lands  that  become  "land 
locked"  i.e.,  if  a  private 
landowner  prevents  the  public 
from  using  a  BLM  road  on  BLM 
land  then  no  one  would  be 
allowed  to  use  the  BLM  road.  It 
would  be  reclassified  from  open 
to  closed  or  administrative  use 
only.  Adjustments  have  been 
incorporated  into  the  proposed 
plan  regarding  this  action  item. 
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120. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

36 

Range  of  Alternatives 

The  LFO  RMP  does  not  include  nor 
reference  an  inventory  that  would 
allow  the  agency,  local  governments, 
or  the  public  the  opportunity  to 
understand  how  it  has  complied  with 
the  March,  2019  DOI  Secretarial 

Order  3373,  "Evaluating  Public  Access 
in  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Public 
Land  Disposals  and  Exchanges." 

Because  SO  3373  specifically  requires 
identification  of  BLM  parcels  for  the 
purpose  of  preserving  access  for 
hunting,  fishing,  outdoor  recreation 
and  rangeland  grazing  over  time,  the 
inventory  should  be  performed  and 
incorporated  in  the  final  LFO  RMP 
and  the  public  record. 

Land  tenure  adjustments  have 
been  identified  within  a  range  of 
alternatives.  Coordination  with 
other  federal,  state  managed 
lands  has  been  ongoing 
throughout  the  planning 
process.As  a  result,  BLM 
developed  land  tenure  criteria 
found  in  Appendix  R. 

Development  of  recreational 
opportunities  is  also  an 
important  component  of  the 
plan.  See  the  Recreation  and 
Visitor  Services  section  for 
Chapter  2. 

121. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

37 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Item  1 06  -  New  action  for 

Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D  -  "Species 
introductions  or  reestablishment  may 
be  considered  throughout  the 
planning  area."  We  are  concerned  by 
the  lack  of  specificity  of  Item  1 06. 
"Reestablishment"  means 
reintroduction  of  species  where  their 
absence  is  the  result  of  historic 
extirpation.  The  term  "introduction" 
implies  the  release  and  support  of 
species  that  have  no  previous 
presence  in  what  is  now  the  LFO 
planning  area.  If  introduction  of 
species  that  have  not  previously  been 
present  in  the  LFO  planning  area  is 
the  policy  intent,  additional 
information  needs  to  be  provided  or 
Item  106  should  be  removed. 

Action  is  not  intended  for  a 
specific  species  and  accompanies 
the  Goal  listed  in  line  104  and 
objective  in  line  1 05.  Project 
specific  analysis  (NEPA)  would 
occur  as  part  of  the 
consideration. 

122. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

39 

Range  of  Alternatives 

There  are  several  examples  of  species 
introduction  in  the  intermountain 
west  and  the  northern  Great  Plains 
that  have  harmed  the  human 
environment.  Because  some, 
particularly  apex  predators,  have 
behaviors  that  are  detrimental  to  the 
human  environment,  we  recommend 
that  the  LFO  RMP  policy  be  modified 
such  that  alternatives  B  and  D  would 
state:  "Prior  to  consideration  of  the 
introduction  or  reestablishment  of 

Action  is  not  intended  for  a 
specific  species  and  accompanies 
the  Goal  listed  in  line  104  and 
objective  in  line  1 05.  Project 
specific  analysis  (NEPA)  would 
occur  as  part  of  the 
consideration. 
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any  species  within  the  planning  area, 
potentially  affected  local  governments 
shall  be  provided  early  notice  (ahead 
of  the  public)  that  such  a  project  is 
under  consideration  and  be  invited  to 
coordinate  with  the  BLM  throughout 
any  planning  process.  Species  known 
to  negatively  impact  the  human 
environment  and/or  local  economies 
may  not  be  eligible  for  introduction 
or  reestablishment  on  public  land 
parcels  adjacent  to  private  property 
parcels  that  would  be  affected  by 
uncontrolled  spread  of  introduced  or 
reestablished  species  known  to  harm 
the  human  environment."  ...  and  that 
Alternative  C  would  state:  "Prior  to 
consideration  of  the  introduction  or 
reestablishment  of  any  species  within 
the  planning  area,  potentially  affected 
local  governments  shall  be  provided 
early  notice  (ahead  of  the  public)  that 
such  a  project  is  under  preliminary 
consideration  and  be  invited  to 
coordinate  with  the  BLM  throughout 
any  planning  process.  Species  known 
to  negatively  impact  the  human 
environment  and/or  local  economies 
may  not  be  eligible  for  introduction 
or  reestablishment  on  public  land 
parcels  adjacent  to  private  property 
parcels  that  would  be  affected  by 
uncontrolled  spread  of  introduced  or 
reestablished  species  known  to  harm 
the  human  environment.  Large  apex 
predators  with  viable  populations  that 
will  naturally  extend  their  occupied 
range  and  whose  presence  will  result 
in  reasonably  foreseeable  harm  to  the 
human  environment  shall  not  be 
introduced  or  reestablished  into  the 
LFO  planning  area." 
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123. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

42 

Range  of  Alternatives 

Where  federal  and/or  state  agencies 
are  involved  with  or  supporting  apex 
predator  introduction  or 
reestablishment,  we  believe  those 
agencies  bear  responsibility  for 
foreseeable  adverse  impacts  to  the 
human  environment  and  local 
economy.  Should  BLM  wish  to 
consider  providing  habitat  for 
reestablishment  of  apex  predators, 
including  transplants  or  augmentation 
of  such  species  (Volume  1,  page  2-17, 
Item  108)  then  we  recommend  this 

RMP  revision  include  policy 
prescriptions  mandating  a  livestock 
loss  compensation  program  that 
appropriately  compensates  producers 
for  predation  and  stress-induced 
losses  within  the  LFO  planning  area. 

Action  is  not  intended  for  a 
specific  species  and  accompanies 
the  Goal  listed  in  line  104  and 
objective  in  line  1 07.  Project 
specific  analysis  (NEPA)  is 
required  as  listed  in  line  108. 

124. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

48 

Range  of  Alternatives 

We  propose  removal  of  the  “likely  to 
inhabit”  language  in  Items  126-176. 

The  language  "likely  to  inhabit" 
no  longer  appears  in  lines  126- 
1 76.  Priority  species  for 
management  are  listed  in 

Appendix  E,  Special  Status 

Species  Confirmed  or  Likely  to 
Inhabit  the  Planning  Area. 

125. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

52 

Range  of  Alternatives 

LFO  RMP  Alternative  C  provides  for 
no  additional  ACECs  to  be  designated 
in  the  LFO  RMP  planning  area.  We 
support  Alternative  C,  with  a  request 
that  the  BLM  revisit  and  re-inventory 
the  existing  1,618-acre  Collar  Gulch 
for  potential  retirement  as  an  ACEC, 
and  restoration  to  multiple  use. 
Background  -  Collar  Gulch  ACEC  - 
During  the  scoping  process  for  the 
currently  approved  1994  LFO  RMP, 

BLM  concluded  that  Collar  Gulch  was 
not  suitable  for  designation  as  an 

ACEC.  After  publishing  its  conclusion 
in  the  draft  RMP,  and  in  response  to 
protest  by  Sierra  Club  and  the 

Montana  Chapter  of  the  American 
Fisheries  Society,  BLM  reversed  its 
determination  and  designated  Collar 
Gulch  as  an  ACEC  because  of  the 
Westslope  cutthroat  trout.  We 
believe  that  decision  to  be  fraught 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas, 
including  Collar  Gulch  that  were 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
proposed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 
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with  technical  error  and  does  not 
account  for  other  factors,  and  if 
revisited,  the  Secretary  will  arrive  at  a 
difference  the  conclusion.  The  Collar 
Gulch  ACEC  incorporates  three 
parcels  which  have  longstanding 
private,  patented  mining  claims. 
Numerous  unpatented  mineral  claims 
have  historically  been  located  or 
worked  in  Collar  Gulch  since  1881, 
and  exploration  of  unpatented  claims 
has  occurred  in  the  area  as  recent  as 
2009.  Two  active  claims  comprising 
approximately  40  acres  are  located  at 
the  bottom  of  a  gulch,  with  the  3rd 
being  found  on  a  ridge  above  the 
gulch  and  creek.  Active  exploration 
continues  under  Montana  DEQ 
Exploration  License  a  BLM  Plan  of 
Operation  (PoO).  BLM  maintains  a 
locked  gate  that  regulates  public 
access  to  private  inholdings  and 
recreation  in  Collar  Gulch  ACEC. 
Restricted  access  poses  a  public 
health  and  safety  hazard  in  the  event 
local  government  or  EMS  personnel 
need  to  respond  to  emergencies  at 
the  Collar  Gulch  exploration  site  or 
at  the  private  inholdings.  Westslope 
cutthroat  trout  were  introduced  into 
the  Collar  Gulch  area  by  Waldo 
Vagness,  a  then  game  warden,  in  the 

1 940s  and  early  1 950s.  The  water  in 
the  stream  is  and  has  been  impaired 
by  naturally  occurring  acidic  rock 
drainage  from  ancient  times,  and  the 
natural  impairment  appears 
indistinguishable  from  any  human 
related  contributions.  Downstream  of 
the  historic  collar  mill  site,  the  stream 
becomes  intermittent,  presenting  as  a 
dry  gulch  for  much  of  the  year.  Most 
of  the  reach  where  the  small 
population  of  Westslope  cutthroat 
trout  occur  is  privately  owned.  Most 
of  the  fish  are  fingerlings,  with  few 
reaching  six  inches  in  size.  Even  if  the 
introduced  fish  were  genetically  pure, 
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they  are  descendants  of  hatchery  or 
transplant  fish  that  were  released  into 
naturally  degraded  habitat,  and  they 
are  physically  isolated  from  other  fish 
of  their  species.  Their  small  numbers 
may  lead  to  inbreeding  depression 
over  time,  and  any  number  of 
potential  natural  threats  place  the 
population's  long-term  viability  in 
doubt.  This  needs  to  be  investigated. 
Exploration  for  gold  and  related 
mineral  assemblages  within  the  Collar 
Gulch  ACEC  will  likely  continue,  and 
rare  earth  metals  of  interest  to  the 
United  States  reportedly  could  be 
present  at  the  site  or  in  the  locality. 
The  apparently  inappropriate,  desk¬ 
top  issued  ACEC  designation  by  the 
Secretary  of  Interior  in  1 994  appears 
not  to  have  accounted  for  these  and 
recent  access-related  conditions  and 
policies.  We  support  Alternative  C, 
the  preferred  alternative.  The  LFO 
planning  area  is  located  in  a  region 
that  features  a  low  population, 
located  far  from  major  urban  centers, 
and  lacking  the  tourism  draws 
common  to  Glacier,  Yellowstone,  and 
Teton  national  parks.  In  general,  the 
current  ACECs  and  ONAs,  as  well  as 
those  proposed  are  much  less  likely 
to  draw  tourism  interests  if  they 
regain  or  retain  anonymity  by  not 
being  undesignated.  We  prefer 
Alternative  C  for  Items  385-390, 
modified  to  include  review  Secretarial 
and  Congressional  review  of  the 
existing  1 ,6 1 8-acre  ACEC  designation 
for  Collar  Gulch.  We  recommend 
access  to  the  Collar  Gulch  site  be 
inventoried  according  to  SO  3373, 
"Evaluating  Public  Access  in  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  Public  Land 
Disposals  and  Exchanges"  3373,  or 
controlled  access  be  eliminated  to  the 
private  inholdings.  While  the  ACEC 
review  process  is  being  initiated,  we 
propose  that  the  Secretary  of  Interior 
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grant  an  in-perpetuity  easement, 
inclusive  of  a  1 00-foot  buffer  zone(s) 
across  the  Collar  Gulch  site  to  all 
private  inholdings  and  for  the 
exercise  of  prior  existing  rights.  43 
U.S.C.§  1761  (a). 

126. 

Mary 

Frieze 

412 

1 

Range  of  Alternatives 

In  2016,  the  Lewistown  Resource 
Management  Plan  proposed  an 
alternative  that  recommended 

1 00,000  acres  in  central  Montana  be 
managed  to  "protect  wilderness 
characteristics".  Now  in  2019,  BLM's 
preferred  Alternative  C  has  no 
protections  for  the  land,  the  water, 
or  the  wildlife  in  the  current  ACECs, 
BCAs,  or  WSRs,  and  only  very  small 
areas  are  protected  in  the  current 
EMRAs,  or  WSAs.  BLM  has  not 
offered  any  explanation  to  the  public 
for  this  radical  change  in  planning. 

What  is  the  basis  for  this  decision? 

The  20 1 6  draft  RMP/EIS  was  an 
internal  administravtive  draft 
that  was  prepared  for  review  by 
BLM  and  cooperating  agencies 
only.  This  version  was  just  one 
of  several  internal  administrative 
drafts  that  were  developed  prior 
to  the  release  of  the  Draft 

RMP/EIS  in  May  2019.  FLPMA’s 
multiple  use  mandate  does  not 
require  that  all  uses  be  allowed 
on  all  areas  of  the  public  lands. 
Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 
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127.  Aubrey 


Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 


Range  of  Alternatives 


Similarly,  while  it  could  be  argued  that 
the  complete  elimination  of  ACECs  in 
this  preferred  alternative  (Alternative 
C)  broadens  the  overall  range  of 
possible  management  options 
wholesale  elimination  of  ACECs  has 
never  been  a  management  option 
used  by  the  BLM  until  recently.  This  is 
particularly  concerning  because 
ACECs  are  statutorily  mandated 
under  26  FLMPA,  and  it  appears  as 
though  the  DO  I  is  thwarting  it's 
statutory  obligations  to  manage  for 
27  multiple  uses  with  ACECs.  What's 
more,  no  alternative  offers  any  other 
management  measures  to  protect  the 
important  resources  identified  in  the 
ACECs,  and  instead,  the  preferred 
alternative,  where  the  ACECs  are 
entirely  eliminated,  proposes  to  open 
these  areas  to  future  oil  and  gas 
leasing.  Proposing  wholesale 
eliminations  of  conservation  measures 
while  simultaneously  increasing  the 
land  available  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  is 
not  a  valid  way  to  'increase  the 
breadth'  offered  in  the  alternatives, 
and  entirely  thwarts  the  BLM's 
multiple  use  mandate. 


ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 
Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 
Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs 
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128. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

452 

23 

Range  of  Alternatives 

On  that  same  note,  MWA  is 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 

Wilderness 

concerned  with  the  lack  of  reasonable 

regulations  require  the  BLM  to 

Association 

alternatives  in  the  draft  RMP  for 

formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 

managing  these  river  resources. 

alternatives.  The  BLM  developed 

Alternative  A,  the  no  action 

a  range  of  alternatives  in  the 

alternative,  finds  all  27  segments  (89.9 

Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 

miles)  of  inventoried  rivers  as  eligible 

conflicts  among  water  resources 

for  future  suitability.  Alternative  B 

and  to  meet  the  purpose  and 

holds  all  27  segments  as  suitable, 

need  and  other  goals.  These 

while  Alternative  C  and  Alternative  D 

goals  are  consistent  with  NEPA 

find  that  no  segment  is  suitable  or 

regulations  at  40  CFR  1 50 1  (c). 

eligible,  and  all  segments  would  be 

Alternative  C  now  matches 

stripped  of  the  management 

language  in  Alt  D  for  riparian 

protections  afforded  to  them  under 

health  and  for  impoundment 

current  management  (Alternative  A). 

treatment  criteria  and  provides 

This  'all  or  nothing'  approach  in  the 

management  flexibility.  All  27 

action  alternatives  -  particularly  with 

segments  were  determined  to 

the  preferred  alternative  doing  away 

be  eligible,  but  suitability 

with  any  special  riparian  management 

determinations  vary  among  the 

for  any  segment  or  river  -  is  not  a 

alternatives  for  analysis 

true  range  of  options,  nor  is  it 
balanced. 

purposes. 
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1. 

Randall 

Knowles 

39 

3 

Recreation  and  Visitor 
Services 

BLM  needs  to  have  a  “Tourism”  plan. 
Part  of  this  Plan  needs  to  be 
recognition  of  the  need  for  public 
signage  of  the  History  on  BLM  lands, 
e.g.  the  North  West  Trail,  Bootlegger 

T rail,  Fort  Shaw,  etc. 

A  tourism  plan  is  outside  the 
scope  of  this  RMP.  Providing 
public  signage  is  an 
implementation-level  action. 

2. 

Richard 

Sojda 

145 

1 

Recreation  and  Visitor 
Services 

The  Lewistown  BLM  lands  could  be 
some  of  the  finest  bird  hunting  lands 
in  Montana.  However,  basic 
windshield  surveys  indicate  that 
overgrazing  continues  to  be  a  major 
problem.  Yes,  grazing  is  a  critical 
sage-steppe  and  grassland 
management  tool.  BLM  does  not 
include  strong  enough  wildlife, 
especially  upland  gamebird,  goals  and 
objectives  are  not  given  enough 
priority.  Cattle  grazing  to  make 
profits  trumps  gamebird  needs  almost 
on  every  allotment.  Being  a  public 
resource,  this  is  out-of-balance. 

Grazing  management  methods  need 
to  be  changed  to  foster  less  intensive 
grazing,  both  by  season  and  by  area. 
Profits  and  birds  are  compatible,  but 
the  BLM  does  not  use  such  methods. 

Livestock  grazing  management 
within  the  planning  area  is 
required  to  meet  standards  for 
rangeland  health  and  guidelines 
for  livestock  management 
regardless  of  the  alternative 
selected.  Lewistown  standards 
contain  requirements  that  must 
be  met  for  biodiversity,  upland 
and  riparian  health. 

3. 

John 

Bradley 

148 

1 

Recreation  and  Visitor 
Services 

Hunting  District  4 1 0  is  the  elk 
hunters  dream  unit.  People  wait  a 
lifetime  to  be  drawn  for  this  hunt  and 
expect  to  find  large  populations  of  elk 
when  they  go.  The  draft  plan  will 
reduce  general  elk  habitat  and 
security  habitat  reducing  elk  numbers 
and  the  overall  experience  of  hunting 
this  unit. 

The  RMP  EIS  contains 
management  actions  to  manage 
and  improve  habitat  within 

Hunting  District  4 1 0. 
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4. 

Jeffrey 

Kreidler 

149 

1 

Recreation  and  Visitor 
Services 

Thanks  to  those  robust  big 
populations,  we  have  a  thriving 
outdoor  recreation  economy. 

Hunting  accounts  for  nearly  $4 
million  in  Fergus  and  Petroleum 
Counties,  and  that's  just  for  big  game. 
Failing  to  protect  these  areas  will 
have  negative  effects  on  big  game 
populations  and  our  outdoor 
recreation  economy. 

Analysis  of  impacts  to  big  game 
habitat  and  the  socioeconomic 
impacts  resulting  from 
management  actions  described 
in  Chapter  2  specific  to  these 
areas  is  contained  in  Chapter  4. 
Further  analysis  assumptions  and 
nature  and  type  of  effects  are 
described  in  Appendix  W. 

5. 

Carla 

Hankins 

300 

6 

Recreation  and  Visitor 
Services 

4-143)  In  reference  to  the  closure  of 
mechanized  travel  on  Square  Butte 
WSA,  no  legal  access  to  the  public 
currently  exists.  Even  under  the 
various  alternative,  legal  public 
vehicular  access  is  not  guaranteed. 
Aviation  supported  access  to  Square 
Butte  should  not  be  restricted  as  no 
legal  access  exists. 

Access  to  Square  Butte  is  an 
implementation-level  action  and 
is  not  addressed  in  this  RMP. 

Please  see  goals,  objectives  and 
management  actions  in  the 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  in 

Section  2.7  for  specific 
management  related  to  Square 
Butte. 
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6. 

Andy 

Treharne 

Federal  Lands 
Hunting,  Fishing 
and  Shooting 
Sports 
Roundtable 

305 

1 

Recreation  and  Visitor 
Services 

Although  the  DRMP  does  not  give  an 
acreage  or  percentage  of  lands  within 
the  planning  area  that  would  be 
closed  to  target  shooting  under 
Alternative  B,  we  can  only  assume 
that  it  would  be  substantial,  and  could 
result  in  the  closure  of  the  entire 
planning  area  to  target  shooting.  It  is 
unclear  if  there  are  lands  within  the 
planning  area  that  fall  into  a  third 
category,  outside  of  developed 
recreation  sites  and  dispersed 
recreation  sites.  In  the  description  of 
Alternative  B  on  page  4-142,  the 

DRMP  states  that  "areas  with 
resource  conflicts  would  be  closed  to 
recreational  target  shooting."  Unless 
there  is  a  third  category  of  lands  that 
would  remain  open  to  target  shooting 
under  Alternative  B,  we  question 
whether  any  areas  would  remain 
open  under  Alternative  B  where 
resource  conflicts  could  arise. 

Further,  the  DRMP  does  not  describe 
what  resource  conflicts  are 
anticipated  and  why  those  conflicts 
could  not  be  resolved  short  of  closing 
areas  to  target  shooting.  As  almost  an 
aside,  the  DRMP  states  that  closures 
as  a  result  of  resource  conflicts  would 
"provide  a  benefit  to  public  safety", 
but  does  not  state  if  there  are  actual 
public  safety  issues  and  what  those 
issues  are  and,  again,  the  assumption 
is  made  that  the  only  resolution  to 
public  safety  issues  is  closure. 

Alternative  B  describes 
additional  management  actions 
that  could  be  taken  in  the  event 
user  conflicts  resulted  in  issues 
related  to  public  safety. 

Alternative  C  is  the  proposed 
plan. 
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7. 

Andy 

Treharne 

Federal  Lands 
Hunting,  Fishing 
and  Shooting 
Sports 
Roundtable 

305 

2 

Recreation  and  Visitor 
Services 

We  also  draw  your  attention  to  a 
statement  on  page  4- 1 40  says  that 
allowing  target  shooting  to  continue 
will  "result  in  safety  risks  in  certain 
areas,  such  as  the  Lowry  Bridge 
campground,  where  shooting  occurs 
near  developed  recreation  sites." 

Again,  the  DRMP  does  not  describe 
what  those  safety  risks  are  and, 
importantly,  begs  the  question  as  to 
what  steps  the  BLM  has  taken  to 
reduce  those  risks.  The  BLM  has  not 
raised  this  issue  with  the  Roundtable. 
We  do  note  that  in  the  DRMP,  all  the 
alternatives  prohibit  the  discharge  of 
firearms  in  all  developed  recreation 
sites,  including  campgrounds. 

There  are  areas  within  the 
urban  interface  where  user 
conflicts  related  to  target 
shooting  and  discharge  of 
firearms  have  been  identified. 

BLM  proposes  to  continue 
managing  discharge  of  firearms 
in  all  developed  recreation  sites 
(campgrounds,  trailheads  and 
picnic  areas)  per  43  CFR  8365.2- 
5a. 

8. 

Jerry 

DiMarco 

345 

1 

Recreation  and  Visitor 
Services 

Collecting  is  mentioned  in  the  plan. 
Some  collecting  is  allowed,  but 
collection  of  any  resource  (petrified 
wood,  agate,  fossils,  burls,  etc)  is  not 
sustainable.  Besides,  how  would  you 
monitor  it?  More  must  be  done  to 
protect  irreplaceable  resources. 
Collecting  takes  away  part  of  the 
scenery,  and  habitat. 

Casual  collecting  is  regulated 
through  43  CFR  8365.1-5  and 
the  Paleontological  Resource 
Protection  Act. 

9. 

Larry  and 
Diane 

Ahlgren 

348 

2 

Recreation  and  Visitor 
Services 

Pg.  2-43,  #300,  Action,  Alt.  C  - 
"Designate  four  ERMAs"  We  do  not 
agree  with  new  boundaries  creating 
new  recreation  desigations  since 
recreation  use  is  already  addressed 
on  public  lands.  New  designations 
include  private  land  inholdings  in  the 
boundaries,  adding  additional 
management  issues  for  both  BLM  and 
the  private  landowners/permittees. 

The  designation  of  new  Extensive 
Recreation  Management 
Areas/Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  are  not  needed. 

Recreation  use  occurs  but  is  not 
specifically  addressed  on  public 
lands  not  designated  as  SRMAs 
or  ERMAs.  No  decisions  specific 
to  ERMAs  will  be  made  on 
private  inholdings.  Boundaries 
only  include  BLM-administered 
lands. 
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10. 

Mackenzie 

Lombardi 

365 

1 

Recreation  and  Visitor 
Services 

Not  only  is  the  plan  to  open  up  this 
parcel  of  land  resource  extraction 
fundamentally  bad  for  the  land,  it  also 
endangers  Montana's  robust  outdoor 
recreation  economy.  According  to 

OIA,  the  outdoor  recreation 
economy  in  Montana  generates  $7. 1 
billion  in  consumer  spending  and 
directly  supports  71,000.  Every 
attempt  to  dismantle  protections 
from  our  wild  spaces  sends  a  message 
to  thousands  of  Montana  families  that 
their  jobs  simply  aren't  important  to 
BLM.  This  doesn't  even  account  for 
the  $286  million  in  state  and  local  tax 
revenue  that  comes  directly  from  the 
outdoor  recreation  industry.  It  is 
simply  malpractice  to  deny  small 
communities  and  the  state  of 

Montana  access  to  this  revenue 
because  of  the  greed  and  influence  of 
a  handful  of  extraction  industry 
executives. 

Analysis  of  socioeconomic 
impacts  resulting  from 
management  actions  described 
in  Chapter  2  is  described  in 
Chapter  4.  Further  analysis 
assumptions  and  nature  and  type 
of  effects  are  described  in 
Appendix  W. 

1  1. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

7 

Recreation  and  Visitor 
Services 

Recreation  Managements  Areas 
Reference:  Vol.  Ill,  page  Q-20-22  and 
Vol.  1,  page  2-34,  para  300  (Arrow 
Creek  RCA/ERMA)  Comment:  BLM 
proposes  to  establish  four  ERMA's  in 
the  LRMP  planning  area.  The  upper 
portion  of  Arrow  Creek  is  identified 
as  a  BCA/ERMA  and  cited  by  BLM  as 
an  intact  landscape  to  provide  a 
primitive  experience  to  benefit 
hunters  for  big  game  and  birds.  The 
rationale  for  establishing  this  area  as  a 
BCA/ERMA  is  faulty  and  places  an 
unneeded  burden  on  landowners. 

First,  the  area  lacks  public  access  and 
is  limited  to  foot  travel  from  a  small 
number  of  established  road  ways. 
Access  by  watercraft  is  normally  not 
an  option  during  the  fall  hunting 
season  as  Arrow  Creek  runs 
extremely  low  during  that  period 
making  float  travel  impossible. 

Virtually  all  of  the  land  that  bounds 
Arrow  Creek  is  private  property  that 
would  not  be  available  to  the  hunting 

Physical  access  exists  to  the 

Arrow  Creek  Backcountry 
Conservation  Area. 

Consideration  of  BCAs  has  been 
developed  consistent  with  BLM 
Manual  8320,  Recreation  and 
Visitor  Services  Planning. 
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public  without  landowner  permission. 
Because  game  animals  tend  to  key  on 
waterways  for  food  and  water,  most 
of  the  hunting  opportunities  would  be 
on  private  land  and  the  potential  for 
hunter  trespass  issues  would  be  high. 
Retrieval  of  harvested  big  game 
animals  back  to  the  access  point  is 
problematic.  More  importantly,  the 

BLM  must  be  mindful  of  the  genesis 
for  the  creation  of  the  BCA  concept. 
The  BCA  concept  ostensibly  came 
into  being  at  the  behest  of  the  Teddy 
Roosevelt  Conservation  Partnership 
(TRCP)  organization  et  al  based  in 
Missoula,  MT.  Through  extensive 
lobbying  efforts,  TRCP  was  able  to 
convince  DOI/EILM  to  create  the 

BCA  for  the  benefit  of  a  tiny  segment 
of  the  public,  yet  the  BCA  is  located 
in  an  area  where  multiple  use  is  the 
primary  management  tool.  The 

Arrow  Creek  BCA  represents  a 
designation  for  a  special  interest 
group  for  which  there  is  limited  ability 
to  achieve  the  objectives  for  which 
the  BCA  concept  was  designed  to 
fulfill.  The  creation  of  the  BCA 
concept  on  behalf  of  a  special  interest 
group  and  approved  behind  dosed 
doors  without  any  input  from 
stakeholders  on  the  ground  is  a 
violation  of  the  Congressional  Review 
Act  and  the  Administrative  Procedure 
Act.  Recommendation:  Delete  the 
designation  of  Arrow  Creek  as  a 
BCA/ERMA  in  that  it  was  contrived 
by  special  interests  groups,  lacks 
reasonable  public  access  and  is  devoid 
of  any  input  from  the  stakeholders  in 
the  area  to  be  designated. 
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12. 

Anonymous 

Anonymous 

Petroleum 

County 

Commissioners 

443 

5 

Recreation  and  Visitor 
Services 

Extensive  Recreation  Management 

Area  (ERMA)  (Item  300,  2-43)  We 
oppose  the  designation  of  Crooked 
Creek  and  Cemetery  Road  as 
potential  BCA  listings.  We  do  not  feel 
Backcountry  Conservation  Areas 
should  be  seen  by  the  BLM  as  the 
same  as  Extensive  Recreation 
Management  Areas. 

Consideration  of  backcountry 
conservation  areas  in  the 

RMP/EIS  is  consistent  with  the 
intent  of  IM  2017-36. 

13. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

2 

Recreation  and  Visitor 
Services 

In  accordance  with  this  multiple  use 
management  objective,  it  is  the 
statutory  duty  of  the  BLM  to  provide 
and  maintain  opportunities  for  a 
variety  of  uses  of  the  public  lands 
subject  to  the  new  RMP.  This  means 
that  while  some  areas  may  be  set 
aside  for  oil  and  gas  development  and 
motorized  use,  other  areas  must  be 
managed  for  other  resources, 
including  wildlife  and  bird  habitat, 
wilderness  values,  and  non-motorized 
or  quiet  recreational  activities. 

Indeed,  pursuant  to  Executive  Order 
("E.O.")  11644,  the  BLM  is  to 
"provide  for  administrative 
designation  of  the  specific  areas  and 
trails  on  public  lands  on  which  the  use 
of  off-road  vehicles  may  be  permitted, 
and  areas  in  which  the  use  of  off-road 
vehicles  may  not  be  permitted." 
Towards  this  end,  and  to  provide  for 
a  balanced  mix  of  multiple  uses  in  the 
analysis  area,  MWA  urges  the  BLM  to 
separate  the  two  types  of 
recreational  use  by  setting  aside  large 
blocks  of  natural  quiet  for  non- 
motorized  use  (as  well  as  wildlife  and 
bird  habitat)  and  ensuring  such  areas 
are  off-limits  to  oil  and  gas 
development.  Many  of  the  areas  that 
provide  outstanding  opportunities  for 
solitude  and  include  other  wilderness 
values  are  also  good  habitat  for 
greater  sage-grouse.  Managing  for  one 
resource  will  certainly  benefit  the 
other  and  vice-versa. 

Areas  open  to  oil  and  gas 
include  stipulations  to  protect 
other  resource  values  and  uses. 
FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 
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Recreation  and  Visitor  Under  Alternatives  C  and  D,  the  The  Judith  Peak  area  is  being 

Services  Judiths  SRMA  is  divided  into  two  proposed  as  a  SRMA,  which 

management  zones,  Judith  Peak/Red  would  include  prescriptions  to 

Mountain  and  Limekiln  Canyon.  manage  for  relevant  and 

Alternative  B  proposes  managing  the  important  values  described  for 

whole  area  as  a  BCA/ERMA.  the  Collar  Gulch  and  Judith 

However,  neither  scheme  discusses  Mountain  scenic  ACECs. 

the  SRMA  or  ERMA's  overlap  with 

the  Judith  Mountains  Scenic  ACEC 

and  the  Collar  Gulch  ACEC.  It  is 

entirely  appropriate,  and  the  correct 

use  of  these  various  schemes,  to  layer 

SMRAs  and  ERMAs  with  ACECs  and 

account  for  more  site-specific  and 

stricter  ACEC  management  within 

the  brader  ERMA  management 

guidelines.  Here,  neither  SRMA  nor 

ERMA  proposal  makes  note  of  the 

ACEC.  While  Alternative  C  does 

away  with  all  ACECs,  Alternative  D 

retains  Collar  Gulch,  but  it  is  not 

mentioned  in  the  SRMA  management. 

Likewise,  the  Judith  Scenic  and  the 
Collar  Cultch  ACECs  are  both  absent 
from  the  discussion  of  Alternative  B's 
ERMA.  It  is  important  to  include  a  full 
accounting  of  the  management  in 
these  areas  and  a  description  of  how 
ERMA  management  will  support 
ACEC  management.  MWA  requests 
the  final  plan  include  a  discussion  of 
how  ACEC  management  will  be 
included  in  the  ERMA  in  this  area. 

The  Judith  Mountains  are  the 
backdrop  of  Lewistown,  providing  a 
piece  of  the  town's  identity,  and  their 
protection  is  vitally  important  in  this 
planning  process. 
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15. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

452 

17 

Recreation  and  Visitor 

As  proposed  in  Appendix  Q,  the 

The  recreation  setting 

Wilderness 

Services 

recreation  setting  characteristics  are 

characteristics  provided  a 

Association 

skewed  towards  a  more  middle  and 

framework  to  consider  the 

backcountry  experience,  despite  the 

physical,  social  and  operational 

fact  that  the  stated  objective  is  to 

attributes  of  a  BCA.  The  middle 

"provide  visitors  a  primitive 

and  backcountry  setting 

recreation  experience."  That 

classifications  reflect  the  existing 

objective,  therefore  calls  for  the 

manmade  and  natural  features  of 

physical,  social,  and  operational 
settings  to  be  predominantly 
primitive,  not  middle  or  backcountry 
as  currently  proposed.  Given  that  the 
majority  of  lands  contained  in  this 
BCA/ERMA  are  identified  as  having 
wilderness  character,  and  would  be 
managed  for  such  (to  an  extent) 
under  Alternative  A,  it  is  quite 
confusing  why  the  agency  proposes 
recreation  setting  characteristics  that 
do  not  align  with  those  identified 
characteristics,  and  that 
characteristics  Alternative  B,  on  some 
level,  proposes  to  manage  for.  We 
request  the  current  middle  country 
settings  be  reset  to  backcountry,  and 
the  current  backcountry  settings  be 
reset  to  primitive,  as  this  actually 
reflects  the  experience  in  the 
proposed  Crooked  Creek  BCA. 

the  Crooked  Creek  BCA. 

X.3.30  Renewable  Energy 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

1. 

Carla 

Hankins 

300 

7 

Renewable  Energy 

4-159)  Regardless  ofWSA 
designation  (because  it  could  be 
lifted),  Square  Butte  should  be  closed 
to  wind  and  solar  development  as 
these  activities  are  in  direct  conflict 
with  values  identified  as  meeting 
relevance  and  importance  under 

ACEC  guidance. 

The  900  acre  Square  Butte 

ACEC  would  be  an  exclusion 
area  for  wind  and  solar 
development. 
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1. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

395 

24 

Request  Documents  or 

The  Final  RMP  and  the  public  record 

Per  BLM  Manual  8410-1,  the  VRI 

Natural 

Info 

should  publish  the  completed  Visual 

is  baseline  inventory 

Resource 

Contrast  Rating  Worksheets  (BLM 

information.  Inventory  classes 

Coalition 

Form  8400-4,6;  BLM  Manual 

are  informational  in  nature  and 

Handbook  843 1  - 1 )  for  Alternatives  B, 

provide  the  basis  for  considering 

D,  and  our  preferred  Alternative,  C. 

visual  values  in  the  RMP  process. 
They  do  not  establish 
management  direction  and 
should  not  be  used  as  a  basis  for 
constraining  or  limiting  surface 
disturbing  activities.  The 
assignment  of  VRM  classes  is 
based  on  the  management 
actions  in  the  RMP.  Please  see 
Appendix  A  of  the  VRI  report 
available  online  for  scenic  quality 
rating  evaluations. 

X.3.32  Social  and  Economic  Conditions  (including  Environmental  Justice) 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

1. 

Doug 

Krings 

Montana 
Chapter  Back 
Country 
Hunters 

45 

5 

Social  and  Economic 
Conditions  (including 
Environmental  Justice) 

Alternative  C  consists  of  a  mix  of 
uses  on  BLM-administered  land  and 
mineral  estate  based  on  making  the 
most  of  resources  that  target  social 
and  economic  outcomes,  while 
protecting  land  health."  MT  BHA 
Response:  It  is  outdated  to  frame 
"social  and  economic  outcomes"  as 
commodity  outputs  primarily.  To  the 
contrary,  the  rapid  increase  of 
outdoor  recreation  presently  adds 
more  than  $7  billion  annually  to 
Montana's  economy  and  outstrips 
many  other  measures  of  economic 
wellbeing.  In  addition,  the 
management  of  our  public  lands  for 
wildlife,  recreation  and  wilderness, 
including  Lewistown  Resource  area, 
will  continue  to  make  Montana 
attractive  to  existing  and  new 
businesses  across  Montana. 

Protecting  wilderness  characteristics 

The  economic  analysis  is  not  just 
commodity  oriented,  but 
provides  recreation  based 
economic  effects  as  well  as  a 
discussion  of  economic  values 
for  non-market  and  ecosystem 
services  values. 
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Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

and  establishing  Backcountry 
Conservation  Areas  assures 
recreation  diversity  and  abundant 
wildlife,  both  of  which  bring  economic 
benefits  to  surrounding  communities. 

In  contrast,  allowing  habitat 
degradation  through  wide-open 
energy  development  that  Alternative 

C  encourages  will  certainly  contribute 
to  listing  sage  grouse  as  a  Threatened 
Species.  As  stated,  "This  plan 
considers  changes  from  the  20 1 5 
Greater  Sage-Grouse  Approved  RMP 
Amendment  related  to  mineral 
materials  and  does  not  carry  forward 
the  recommended  mineral  withdrawal 
for  Sagebrush  Focal  Areas."  Such 
listing  will  be  averse  to  the  existing 
grazing-related  portion  of  the 
economy,  as  well  as  many  other  land 
uses.  In  addition,  the  adverse  effect  of 
not  protecting  Sagebrush  Focal  Areas 
will  negatively  affect  the  hunting 
economy  related  to  all  species 
dependent  on  sagebrush  focal  areas, 
including  antelope,  mule  deer  and  elk, 
as  well  as  many  game  bird  species. 

2. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

37 

Social  and  Economic 
Conditions  (including 
Environmental  Justice) 

The  economics  analysis  is  mostly 
about  justifying  management  by 
expounding  upon  benefits  to  the  local 
economy.  The  costs  to  U.S.  taxpayers 
for  the  local  focus  benefits  are  not 
analyzed  or  1 00  disclosed.  The 
externalized  costs  of  the  existing  and 
subsequent  environmental  damage 
due  to  management  actions  and  other 
human  activities  are  also  not 
considered. 

NEPA  does  not  require  a  cost- 
benefit  analysis  (40  C.F.R.  § 
1502.23).  The  analysis 
conducted  in  the  EIS  was  an 
economic  impact  analysis  which 
is  distinct  from  an  economic 
cost-benefit  analysis. 

3. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

38 

Social  and  Economic 
Conditions  (including 
Environmental  Justice) 

There  is  no  way  to  assess  the 
efficiency  of  alternatives  towards  the 
assumed  benefits.  The  costs  of  units 
of  management  activity  were  not 
analyzed.  One  might  wonder  what  the 
expected  costs  might  be  of  noxious 
weed  treatments  over  the  life  of  the 
RMP,  as  they  vary  per  alternative. 

NEPA  does  not  require  a  cost- 
benefit  analysis  (40  C.F.R.  § 

1 502.23)  of  alternatives  or  of 
agency  actions.  The  analysis 
conducted  in  the  EIS  was  an 
economic  impact  analysis  which 
is  distinct  from  an  economic 
cost-benefit  analysis. 
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4. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

39 

Social  and  Economic 
Conditions  (including 
Environmental  Justice) 

Ecosystem  services  were  not 
analyzed.  Check  the  USFS  20 1 2 

Planning  Rule  for  why  this  is 
important. 

Ecosystem  services  are 
discussed  under  Alt  A  and  this 
discussion  is  referenced  under 
the  other  alternatives. 

5. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

29 

Social  and  Economic 
Conditions  (including 
Environmental  Justice) 

3.5-  Social  and  Economic-  add 
discussion  of  the  relationship 
between  resources  available  for  use 
and  the  benefit  to  local  economies 
including  jobs.  Include  a  discussion  of 
payments  to  counties  with  timber  and 
other  revenues. 

The  analysis  conducted  in  the 

EIS  captures  the  potential  effects 
of  agency  actions  to  local 
economic  activity  through  an 
economic  impact  analysis.  The 
economic  impact  analysis 
provides  employment  and  annual 
labor  income  associated  with 
agency  actions  related  to 
grazing,  recreation,  minerals, 
timber,  externally  funded 
management,  payments  to 
counties  (PILT),  and  BLM 
expenditures. 

X.3.33  Soil  Resources 


Row 

# 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

1. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 
The  Wild 
Rockies 

337 

35 

Soil  Resources 

The  Draft  EIS  does  not  disclose  the 
degree  to  which  the  productivity  of 
the  land  and  soil  has  been  affected 
over  the  Lewistown  Field  Office  due 
to  noxious  weed  infestations,  and 
how  that  situation  is  expected  to 
change  in  the  coming  years  and 
decades.  Any  weed  treatment 
program  is  mitigation  for  management 
activities  which  exacerbate  the  spread 
of  noxious  weeds.  The  Draft  EIS  fails 
to  disclose  the  effectiveness  of  this 
mitigation. 

The  likelihood  of  spread  of 
noxious  weeds  is  addressed  in 
the  DEIS  under  the  vegetation 
section.  Mitigations  for  noxious 
weeds  is  generally  considered  an 
acceptable  control  strategy. 

BMPs  and  mitigation  would 
reduce  or  eliminate  the  removal 
of  alteration  of  vegetation 
communities  and  would 
decrease  the  likelihood  of  the 
spread  of  noxious  or  invasive 
weeds.  Requiring  a  reclamation 
plan  (Appendix  G)  for  all 
surface-disturbing  activities 
across  all  alternatives  would 
stabilize  disturbed  areas  in  the 
short  term  and  stabilize 
landscapes  in  the  long  term, 
reducing  potential  effects  from 
loss  of  vegetation  cover,  erosion 
and  sedimentation,  and  the 
proliferation  of  noxious  or 
invasive  weeds. 
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# 
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# 
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2. 

Jerry 

DiMarco 

344 

1 

Soil  Resources 

Soil  resources  are  mentioned  in  the 
Plan,  but  there  is  a  need  to  recognize 
the  effect  of  timber  harvest  on  soil 
productivity.  The  natural  process  that 
works  best  for  keeping  soils 
productive  is  to  leave  the  trees  where 
they  are  so  they  can  provide  nutrients 
for  the  next  generation  of  trees.  If 
trees  are  harvested,  research  has 
shown  that  the  next  generation  of 
trees  will  not  grow  as  fast,  and  will 
not  be  as  hardy.  This  should  be 
acknowledged  in  the  Plan  because 
harvesting  trees  does  not  make 
forests  healthier  or  sustainable. 

Timber  harvest  effects  on  soils 
are  discussed  in  the  DEIS  by 
alternative  and  include  road 
building  and  vegetation  clearing, 
which  can  cause  soil  compaction 
and  instability  and  can  increase 
erosion  rates.  This  could  result 
in  a  decline  in  soil  health  and 
productivity  through  the  loss  of 
vegetation  and  soil  organic 
matter.  Under  all  alternatives 
Timber  harvest  Best 

Managemernt  Practices  will  be 
used  during  and  after  logging 
operations  to  reduce  the  effects 
of  timber  harvest  on  the  soil 
resource.  These  BMPs  will  help 
protect  and  sustain  soil  quality 
and  preserve  the  productivity  of 
soils. 

3. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

12 

Soil  Resources 

The  DEIS  utterly  fails  to  examine  one 
of  the  most  important  factors  in 
addressing  climate  change  on  public 
lands,  soil  carbon  sequestration.  One 
of  the  simplest,  proven,  low-tech 
solutions  to  increase  soil  carbon 
storage  and  restore  degraded 
landscapes  -  the  removal  of  livestock. 
Numerous  scientific  studies  and 
reviews  support  this  conclusion: 

"The  results  of  our  work  indicate 
that  sagebrush  restoration  may  have 
the  potential  to  offset  23%  of  annual 

US  carbon  emissions. 2  "(G)razing 
exclusion  is  an  effective  ecosystem 
restoration  approach  to  sequester 
and  store  carbon  in  the  living  biomass 
and  soil  profiles."3  "Simply  removing 
livestock  can  increase  soil  carbon 
sequestration  since  grasslands  with 
the  greatest  potential  for  increasing 
soil  carbon  storage  are  those  that 
have  been  depleted  in  the  past  by 
poor  management  (Wu  and  others 
2008,  citing  Jones  and  Donnelly 

2004)".4  "The  elimination  of 
perennial  understory  vegetation  and 
cryptobiotic  crusts  is  a  nearly 

The  BLM  would  follow 
standards  contained  in  the 
Standards  for  Rangeland  Health 
and  Guidelines  for  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  for 

Montana,  North  Dakota  and 

South  Dakota.  Following  these 
standards  would  reduce  the 
effects  of  livestock  on 
rangelands.  Grazing  management 
consistent  with  the  Standards 
for  Rangeland  Health  would 
maintain  and  improve  soil  and 
vegetative  conditions  that  could 
lead  to  improvements  in  soil 
health  including  increased 
carboon  sequestreation  in 
resource  areas  soils.  Effects  to 
biological  soil  crusts  from 
different  ground  disturbing 
activities  are  disclosed  for  each 
alternative  in  the  DEIS.  The  BLM 
would  mitigate  adverse  effects 
on  soils  from  livestock  grazing 
by  managing  all  allotments,  with 
soil  effects  depending  on 
alternative,  to  meet  the 

Standards  for  Rangeland  Health 
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inevitable  consequence  of  livestock 
grazing  in  deserts.  This  opens  these 
systems  to  annual  grass  invasion, 
subsequent  burning,  and  loss  of  a 
major  carbon  sink,  a  heavy  price  to 
pay  for  the  minimal  economic  gains 
derived  from  direct  use  of  these 
intrinsically  unproductive  lands  for 
livestock  production. "5  "While 
continuous  overgrazing  in  the 
erosion-prone  desert  steppe  is 
detrimental  to  soil  and  vegetation, 
this  can  be  reversed  and  significant 
increases  in  soil  fertility,  cover,  and 
biomass  can  be  achieved  by  grazing 
exclusion. "6  "in  terms  of  long-term 
carbon  storage,  rangelands  can  be 
superior  to  forests  because  relatively 
more  of  the  total  site  carbon  is 
stored  in  the  soil  (White  et  al.,  2000; 
Paruelo  et  al.,  2010)  where  it  is 
usually  better  protected  from 
atmospheric  release  than  carbon 
stored  in  vegetation.  ."7  Conversely, 
active  restoration  approaches, 
particularly  those  that  involve 
increased  grazing,  often  lead  to 
negative  consequences  that 
exacerbate  the  existing  problems. 

"Reisner  et  al.  (2013)  found  that 
livestock  grazing  increases  cheatgrass 
dominance  in  sagebrush  steppe, 
livestock  grazing  is  not  likely  a  viable 
tool  for  reducing  cheatgrass 
dominance  because  it  promotes 
cheatgrass  invasion,  and  reduced 
grazing  may  be  one  of  the  most 
effective  means  of  conserving  and 
restoring  imperiled  sagebrush 
ecosystems."8 

(BLM  1997)  through  actions  that 
modify  the  time,  duration, 
intensity,  and  frequency  of 
grazing,  including  herd 
reductions  and  livestock 
removal. 
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4. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

12 

Soil  Resources 

"While  active  restoration  approaches 
in  herbivory-degraded  landscapes  may 
have  some  utility,  such  projects  are 
often  small  in  scope,  expensive,  and 
unlikely  to  be  self-sustaining;  some 
can  cause  unanticipated  negative 
effects  (Kauffman  and  others  1 997)."9 
"Campbell  et  al.  (2012b)  suggest  that 
expanding  juniper  woodlands  in 

Oregon  are  sequestering  carbon  and 
that  treatments  removing  trees  do 
not  mitigate  carbon  loss  from  forest 
fires."  1 0  "Disturbance  by  shrub 
removal  (root  ploughing)  and/or 
livestock  grazing  significantly  reduced 
the  amount  of  soil  organic  carbon 
(SOC).  The  most  disturbed  treatment 
(grazed  and  ploughed)  contained  the 
least  SOC  ( 1 5.30  Mg  C  ha- 1 )  while 
protection  from  grazing  and  shrub 
removal  led  to  the  greatest  SOC 
(28.49  Mg  C  ha- 1 )."  1  1 

The  BLM  would  follow 
standards  contained  in  the 
Standards  for  Rangeland  Health 
and  Guidelines  for  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  for 

Montana,  North  Dakota  and 

South  Dakota.  Following  these 
standards  would  reduce  the 
effects  of  livestock  on 
rangelands.  Improved  Grazing 
management  consistent  with  the 
Standards  for  Rangeland  Health 
would  maintain  and  improve  soil 
conditions.  Grazing  effects  on 
soils  by  alternative  are  discussed 
in  the  DEIS. 

5. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

52 

Soil  Resources 

In  terms  of  soils,  the  DEIS  analysis 
fails  to  identify  one  of  the  most 
important  components  and 
considerations  for  soil  health  -  soil 
carbon  sequestration.  Appendix  W 
analysis  underscores  this  point  by  the 
clear  omission  of  carbon 
sequestration  as  a  management 
consideration.  Appendix  W  -  Soils  on 
BLM-administered  lands  will  be 
managed  to  maintain  inherent 
productivity  and  to  promote 
sustained  yields,  while  keeping  surface 
disturbance,  including  erosion, 
compaction,  and  displacement,  at 
minimal  acceptable  levels,  thus 
preventing  degradation.  The  suitability 
of  soils  to  support  or  sustain  such 
projects,  which  will  be  designed  to 
minimize  soil  loss. 

The  BLM  would  follow 
standards  contained  in  the 
Standards  for  Rangeland  Health 
and  Guidelines  for  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  for 

Montana,  North  Dakota  and 

South  Dakota.  Following  these 
standards  would  reduce  the 
effects  of  livestock  on 
rangelands.  Improved  Grazing 
management  consistent  with  the 
Standards  for  Rangeland  Health 
would  maintain  and  improve  soil 
conditions  and  in  turn  may  lead 
to  improved  soil  carbon 
sequestration. 
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6. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

36 

Soil  Resources 

pg.  4-15  states,  "If  climate  variability 
increases  droughts,  then  increased 
utilization  rates  may  change  the 
vegetation  community,  which  reduces 
soil  stability  and  increases  soil  erosion 
and  soil  compaction."  This  analysis 
severely  understates  the  scientifically 
certain  future  in  Montana  with  altered 
precipitation  patterns  that  will  impact 
the  amount  of  water  and  the  seasons 
in  which  that  water  is  available. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 
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1. 

Doug 

Krings 

Montana 
Chapter  Back 
Country 
Hunters 

45 

4 

Special  Designations 

How  can  the  BLM  manage  areas  that 
contain  unique  or  sensitive  resources? 
MT  BHA  Response:  Certainly, 
dismissal  of  the  protections  currently 
afforded  to  existing  ACECs  in 

Preferred  Alternative  C  does  not  fit 
the  intent  of  managing  unique  and 
sensitive  resources.  Nor  does  the 
removal  of  protection  of  wilderness 
characteristics  with  lands  found  to 
have  such  characteristics. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 
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2. 

Pete 

Siegel 

47 

1 

Special  Designations 

It  is  important  to  me  that  the 

Lewistown  BLM  Field  Office's  RMP 
revisions  incorporate  the  directives 
outlined  in  Dept,  of  the  Interior 
Secretarial  Orders  3347  and  3356  on 
hunting  and  fishing  and  Secretarial 
Order  3362  on  wildlife  habitat 
conservation.  Backcountry 

Conservation  Areas  offer  the  agency 
an  effective  tool  to  do  just  that.  This 
management  approach  should  be 
adopted  in  the  final  RMP  to  conserve 
important  big  game  habitat  and  other 
critical  unfragmented  areas,  prioritize 
active  habitat  restoration  and 
enhancement,  allow  for  traditional 
uses  of  these  lands  to  continue,  and 
support  important  public  access  for 
hunting  and  other  forms  of 
recreation. 

See  Chapter  2  of  the  Proposed 
RMP/Final  EIS.  Management  of 
Backcountry  Conservation 

Areas  has  been  included  under 
the  Proposed  Alternative. 

3. 

Earl 

Sheldon 

63 

1 

Special  Designations 

Managing  zero  acres  to  protect 
wilderness  characteristics,  eliminating 
all  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern;  eliminating  all  Backcountry 
Conservation  Areas;  and  determining 
that  not  one  of  the  27  eligible  stream 
segments  are  suitable  for  inclusion  in 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System,  is  not  a  balanced  management 
plan. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 
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4. 

Randall 

Knowles 

68 

9 

Special  Designations 

Preferred  Alternative  C  would  have 
negative  effects  on  Montana  as  it 
removes  protections  for  all  lands  with 
wilderness  characteristics  and  Areas 
of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs). 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

5. 

Christopher 

Lish 

162 

1 

Special  Designations 

Please  take  a  balanced  approach  and 
protect  all  existing  Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  as  well  as 
lands  with  wilderness  characteristics 
that  border  the  Russell  refuge. 

FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 
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6. 

Alex 

Hasson 

236 

1 

Special  Designations 

Protect  all  existing  ACECs  (including 
Collar  Gulch,  Square  Butte,  Judith 
Mountain,  and  Acid-Shale  Pine  Forest) 
to  protect  the  resources  for  which 
they  were  created,  and  prohibit  oil 
and  gas  leasing,  and  other 
development  that  would  threaten  the 
resources  protected  by  ACEC 
management,  in  accordance  with 
federal  law  and  BLM  regulations.  This 
plan  provides  no  justification  for  the 
elimination  of  these  areas. 

ACECs  and  relevant 
management  actions  have  been 
included  in  the  proposed  plan. 

Four  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

ONA  areas  will  be  managed  as 
Conservation  Management 

Areas,  which  are  congressional 
designations  and  have  protection 
under  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 
Heritage  Act.  Other  areas 
determined  to  have  relevance 
and  important  values  are  being 
managed  as  other  designations 
such  as  SRMAs. 

X.3.35  Travel,  Transportation  Management,  and  Access 


Row 

# 
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Comment  Code 
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Response 

1. 

Scott 

Laird 

21 

3 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

1  encourage  the  BLM  to  identify 
opportunities  to  increase  access  to 
public  lands  that  are  landlocked  or 
difficult  to  access  because  there  are 
few  or  no  access  points  across 
private  land  that  enable  the  public  to 
reach  BLM  lands. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level. 

2. 

Randall 

Knowles 

39 

2 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

BLM  has  pre-approved  easements 
from  the  State  of  Montana  [DNRC] 
for  “guaranteed”  Public  Access  to 

Deep  Creek,  North  Fork  of  Deep 
Creek  and  South  Fork  of  Deep 

Creek.  There  is  a  court  order 
requiring  DNRC  to  work 
cooperatively  with  BLM  to  establish 
this  Public  Access.  The  first  step  in 
the  process  is  for  BLM  to  complete 
an  Application  for  Easement.  There  is 
a  40  year  BLM  history  desiring 
permanent  Public  Access  to  this  area 
and  this  Public  need  is  noted  in  2017 
Secretary  of  Interior  Orders  3347 
and  3356. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level. 
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3. 

Randall 

Knowles 

39 

4 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

BLM  needs  to  keep  ALL  roads  open 
during  all  seasons,  “let  the  traveler 
beware!”  Keeping  roads  open  is 
critical  to  dispersing  Public  users  so 
travelers  can  feel  the  “big  sky” 
experience.  Road  closures  exacerbate 
the  job  of  wildlife  management  by 
Montana  FWP.  Montana  uses  the 

North  American  Model  of  Wildlife 
Conservation  which  relies  heavily  on 
sportsmen.  Sportsmen  rely  heavily  on 
access  and  access  requires  roads. 

Comment  noted. 

4. 

Pete 

Siegel 

47 

2 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

1  encourage  the  BLM  to  identify 
opportunities  to  increase  access  to 
public  lands  that  are  landlocked  or 
difficult  to  access  because  there  are 
few  or  no  access  points  across 
private  land  that  enable  the  public  to 
reach  BLM  lands. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level. 

S. 

Randall 

Knowles 

SO 

1 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

There  is  a  Pre-Approved  easement 
to:  Deep  Creek,  North  Fork  of  Deep 
Creek,  and  South  Fork  of  Deep 

Creek.  These  easements  have  been 
available  for  5  years.  Their  availability 
was  created  by  a  Montana  court 
order.  All  BLM  has  to  do  is  complete 
the  Montana  DNRC  application. 
However,  BLM  is  also  under  mandate 
by  20 1 7  Secretary  of  Interior  Orders: 
3347,  3356,  and  other  documents  to 
create  more  public  access. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level. 

6. 

Randall 

Knowles 

SO 

2 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

As  stated  in  item  1  above  Tourism  is 
the  3rd  largest  Montana  Economic 
Sector,  surpassing  Agriculture  by  1 
Billion  Dollars  in  2018.  Therefore,  it 
is  paramount  that  BLM  install  signage 
so  the  traveling  public  can  learn  the 
History  of  Montana  on  BLM  Public 
land. 

Providing  public  signage  is  an 
implementation-level  action. 

These  types  of  actions  were 
summarized  in  the  Draft 

RMP/EIS  in  Appendix  Q. 

Recreation  Management  Areas. 
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7. 

Randall 

Knowles 

52 

1 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

There  are  Pre-Approved  easements 
to:  Deep  Creek,  North  Fork  of  Deep 
Creek,  and  South  Fork  of  Deep 

Creek.  These  easements  have  been 
available  for  5  years.  Their  availability 
was  created  by  a  Montana  court 
order.  All  BLM  has  to  do  is  complete 
the  Montana  DNRC  application. 
However,  BLM  is  also  under  mandate 
by  20 1 7  Secretary  of  Interior  Orders: 
3347,  3356,  and  other  documents  to 
create  more  public  access. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level. 

8. 

Randall 

Knowles 

52 

2 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

BLM  needs  to  hold  public  meetings  in 
all  cities  for  the  express  purpose  of 
discovering  Legal  County  Roads  that 
have  been  closed.  BLM  needs  to 
collect  this  history  so  recreationalists 
can  re-open  these  roads.  Many  roads 
were  illegally  closed  in  1972  in 
advance  of  Montana's  new 
constitution  [passed  in  Jan  1 973] 
which  added  the  condition  that  public 
roads  could  not  be  closed  if  they 
terminated  at  a  Public  Land  Boundary. 
The  re-opening  process  is  fairly 
simple  once  the  "road"  is  identified. 
There  are  many  non-profits  who  will 
do  the  heavy  lifting.  BLM  has 
justification  under  Secretary  of 

Interior  Orders  3347  and  3356  to 
hold  these  meetings  and  create  an 
inventory  of  potential  "new"  access 
points. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level. 

9. 

Randall 

Knowles 

57 

1 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

There  needs  to  be  great  deference 
given  to  the  Access  Needs  of  the 
Handicapped. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level. 

10. 

Stephanie 

Prater 

66 

1 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

Specifically,  the  Resource 

Management  Plan  must  assure  that 
the  Durfee  Hills  remain  accessible  by 
public  aircraft  for  hunting  until  a 
guaranteed  public  road  easement 
assures  other  public  access 
opportunities  in  perpetuity. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level. 
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1  1. 

Randall 

Knowles 

68 

7 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

Specifically,  the  Resource 

Management  Plan  must  assure  that 
the  Durfee  Hills  remain  accessible  by 
public  aircraft  for  hunting  until  a 
guaranteed  public  road  easement 
assures  other  public  access 
opportunities  in  perpetuity. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level. 

12. 

RANDALL 

KNOWLES 

78 

1 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

To  participate  in  the  North  American 
model  of  game  management  requires 
ACCESS.  In  January  1973  Montana 
adopted  a  new  constitution.  This 
constitution  added  the  following:  7- 
1 4-26 1 5.  Abandonment  or  vacation  of 
county  roads.  (1)  All  county  roads 
once  established  must  continue  to  be 
county  roads  until  abandoned  or 
vacated  by:  (a)  operation  of  law;  (b) 
judgment  of  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction;  or  (c)  the  order  of  the 
board.  (2)  An  order  to  abandon  a 
county  road  is  not  valid  unless 
preceded  by  notice  and  public 
hearing.  (3)  The  board  may  not 
abandon  a  county  road  or  right-of- 
way  used  to  provide  existing  legal 
access  to  public  land  or  waters, 
including  access  for  public 
recreational  use  as  defined  in  23-2- 
301  and  as  permitted  in  23-2-302, 
unless  another  public  road  or  right- 
of-way  provides  substantially  the 
same  access.  (4)  The  board  may  not 
abandon  a  county  road  or  right-of- 
way  used  to  access  private  land  if  the 
access  benefits  two  or  more 
landowners  unless  all  of  the 
landowners  agree  to  the 
abandonment. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level. 

13. 

David 

Clumpner 

89 

1 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

1  would  also  like  to  voice  my  support 
that  the  Durfee  Hills  remain 
accessible  by  aircraft  until  an 
easement  can  be  negotiated  to  access 
the  land  by  foot  or  vehicle. 

Comment  noted.  The  preferred 
alternative  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
and  the  Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS 
have  a  management  action  to 
continue  to  allow  fixed-winged 
aircrafts  and  helicopters  to  land 
on  designated  2-tracks  and 
roads  in  the  Durgee  Hills  area. 
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14. 

Kevin 

Farron 

90 

1 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

That  said,  the  one  glaring  issue  with 
Alternative  B  is  the  removal  of  aerial 
access  by  helicopter  or  plane  to  the 
Durfee  Hills.  To  be  clear,  this  sort  of 
access  must  be  retained  as  it  is 
currently  the  ONLY  way  to  access 
these  special  public  lands  offering 
some  of  the  best  -  and  unique  -  elk 
hunting  in  the  state. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

15. 

Roger 

Furlong 

98 

6 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

Specifically,  the  Resource 

Management  Plan  must  assure  that 
the  Durfee  Hills  remain  accessible  by 
public  aircraft  for  hunting  until  a 
guaranteed  public  road  easement 
assures  other  public  access 
opportunities  in  perpetuity. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level. 

16. 

Sam 

Haraldson 

99 

2 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

1  would  like  to  add  that  whatever  the 
outcome  or  decision  made  regarding 
the  Resource  Management  Plan  that  it 
must  assure  that  the  Durfee  Hills 
remain  accessible  by  public  aircraft 
for  hunting  until  a  guaranteed  public 
road  easement  assures  other  public 
access  opportunities  in  perpetuity. 

Comment  noted.  The  preferred 
alternative  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
and  the  Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS 
have  a  management  action  to 
continue  to  allow  fixed-winged 
aircrafts  and  helicopters  to  land 
on  designated  2-tracks  and 
roads  in  the  Durgee  Hills  area. 
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17. 

Randall 

Knowles 

106 

2 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

BLM  describes  Deep  Creek  as:  ACEC 
and  ONA  -  to  gain  full  public  support 
of  an  ACEC  or  ONA  the  public  needs 
to  be  able  to  access  and  assess  for 
themselves  the  value  of  the  Deep 

Creek  Area.  There  are  Pre-Approved 
easements  to:  Deep  Creek,  North 

Fork  of  Deep  Creek,  and  South  Fork 
of  Deep  Creek.  These  easements 
have  been  available  for  5  years.  Their 
availability  was  created  by  a  Montana 
court  order.  All  BLM  has  to  do  is 
complete  the  Montana  DNRC 
application.  However,  BLM  is  also 
under  mandate  by  20 1 7  Secretary  of 
Interior  Orders:  3347,  3356,  and 
other  documents  to  create  more 
public  access.  THE  DNRC  easement 
APPLICATION  IS  ATTACHED. 

DNRC  has  completed  most  of  the 
calculations  requested  on  the 
application. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level. 

18. 

Ken 

Kronsperger 

125 

1 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

1  encourage  the  BLM  to  identify 
opportunities  to  increase  access  to 
public  lands  that  are  landlocked  or 
difficult  to  access  because  there  are 
few  or  no  access  points  across 
private  land  that  enable  the  public  to 
reach  BLM  lands. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level. 
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19.  Andy 


Federal  Lands 
Hunting,  Fishing 
and  Shooting 
Sports 
Roundtable 


T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 
Access 


With  respect  to  planning  for  access 
to  federal  lands  within  the  planning 
area  that  can  support  hunting,  fishing 
and  recreational  shooting,  we  believe 
the  DRMP  could  be  improved  by 
incorporating  guidance  outlined  in 
BLM  Handbook  H-2 1 00- 1  - 
Acquisition.  Specifically,  Chapter  IV  of 
the  Acquisition  Handbook  suggests 
that  "preparation  of  an  access  plan 
which  identifies  and  prioritizes  access 
needs  in  the  planning  area"  be 
included  in  land  use  plans  and 
recommends  that  "all  acquisition 
needs  should  be  identified  as 
specifically  as  possible  by  each 
resource  activity  prior  to  formulating 
the  alternatives  to  be  analyzed  in  the 
Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  or 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
that  accompanies  the  plan  or 
amendment."  Given  that  the  DRMP's 
alternatives  speak  primarily  to 
acquisitions  within  existing  or 
proposed  areas  managed  under 
special  designations,  such  as  ACECs, 
we  encourage  the  Lewistown  Field 
Office  (LFO)  to  think  more  broadly 
about  recreational  access  within  the 
planning  area  by  developing  an  access 
plan  that  identifies  inaccessible  lands  - 
regardless  of  management  designation 
-  and  prioritizes  providing  public 
access  to  these  areas  including 
through  the  use  of  authorized  less- 
than-fee  interest  access  easements 
and  /  or  targeted  acquisitions. 


Access  plans  would  be 
developed  outside  of  the  RMP 
planning  process. 
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20. 

Andy 

Treharne 

Federal  Lands 
Hunting,  Fishing 
and  Shooting 
Sports 
Roundtable 

305 

5 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

Should  the  LFO  choose  to  implement 
our  recommendation  prescribing  the 
creation  of  an  access  plan,  we  also 
recommend  identifying  specific 
isolated  parcels  and  referencing  the 
tools  currently  available  to  BLM 
should  access  acquisition 
opportunities  become  available.  This 
includes  using  the  recently 
reauthorized  Federal  Land 

Transaction  Facilitation  Act  (FLTFA) 
statute,  expanded  authorities  granted 
by  Sec.  3001  of  P.L.  1  16-9  and  other 
existing  authorities  to  prioritize  the 
acquisition  of  parcels  that  provide 
public  access  to  "Inaccessible  lands 
that  are  open  to  public  hunting, 
fishing,  recreational  shooting,  or 
other  recreational  purposes."  As 
defined  by  FLTFA,  these  lands  include 
those  that  are  at  least  640  contiguous 
acres  on  which  the  public  is  allow 
under  Federal  or  State  law  to  hunt, 
fish,  target  shoot  or  use  the  land  for 
other  recreational  purposes  but  to 
which  there  is  no  public  access  or 
egress  or  to  which  public  access  or 
egress  to  the  land  is  significantly 
restricted." 

Access  plans  would  be 
developed  outside  of  the  RMP 
planning  process. 

21. 

Andy 

Treharne 

Federal  Lands 
Hunting,  Fishing 
and  Shooting 
Sports 
Roundtable 

305 

6 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

In  addition  to  creating  an  access  plan 
based  on  these  suggestions,  we  also 
encourage  the  LFO  to  specifically 
identify  isolated  parcels  within  the 
planning  area  that  fit  the  criteria 
outlined  in  Sec.  4 1 05  of  P.L.  II 6-9 
and  submit  them  to  the  BLM  Montana 
/  Dakotas  state  office  for  possible 
inclusion  in  the  priority  list 
referenced  also  referenced  in  Sec. 

4105  of  P.L  1  16-9. 

Comment  noted.  Identification 
of  isolated  parcels  would  be 
included  in  access  plans 
developed  outside  of  the  RMP 
planning  process. 
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22. 

Scott 

Laird 

Theodore 

Roosevelt 

Conservation 

Partnership 

333 

7 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

The  TRCP  supports  land  and 
easement  acquisitions  that  have  public 
support  and  willing  sellers  and  that 
improve  public  access.  As  an  example, 
on  the  attached  map  are  BLM  lands 
that  are  in  Fergus  County  along  the 
eastern  side  of  Arrow  Creek  (T  20N 

R  I5E).  Acquiring  access  from  a 
willing  seller  across  a  small  portion  of 
private  land  would  provide  public 
access  to  thousands  of  acres  for 
hunting  and  recreation  along  Arrow 
Creek.  This  is  an  area  that  has  been 
proposed  as  a  Backcountry 
Conservation  Area  in  Alternative  B  of 
the  draft  RMP. 

The  BLM  would  process 
easement  acquisitions  on  a  case 
by  case  basis.  As  opportunities 
develop,  any  proposal  would  be 
reviewed  and  given  careful 
consideration  as  to  management 
goals  and  public  benefit. 
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23. 

Jeff 

Juel 

Alliance  For 

337 

34 

T ravel,  T ransportation 

Where  the  draft  EIS  compares 

Area  designations  would  allow 

The  Wild 

Management,  and 

Alternative  B  ("Action:  Manage 

for  future  travel  management 

Rockies 

Access 

209,000  acres  as  closed  to  motorized 

planning  to  ensure  that  off-road 

travel")  to  Alternatives  A,  C,  and  D 

vehicle  use  are  located  to 

("Action:  Manage  2,700  acres  as 

minimize  damage  to  soil, 

closed  to  motorized  travel  ")  it  fails 

watershed,  vegetation,  air,  or 

to  explain  how  the  minimization 

other  resources  of  the  public 

criteria  of  Executive  Orders  1  1 644 

lands,  and  to  prevent 

and  1  1 989  have  been  applied  to  the 

impairment  of  wilderness 

latter  alternatives.  The  same  goes  for 

suitability;  to  minimize 

Allowable  Uses  allocating  OHV  travel 

harassment  of  wildlife  or 

and  other  Actions  and  Allowable 

significant  disruption  of  wildlife 

Uses.  The  Executive  Orders  require 

habitats,  and  especially  for  the 

the  BLM  to  locate  areas  and  trails  to: 

protection  of  endangered  or 

minimize  damage  to  soil,  watershed, 

threatened  species  and  their 

vegetation,  or  other  resources  of  the 

habitats;  to  minimize  conflicts 

public  lands;  minimize  harassment  of 

between  off-road  vehicle  use 

wildlife  or  significant  disruption  of 

and  other  existing  or  proposed 

wildlife  habitats;  minimize  conflicts 

recreational  uses  of  the  same  or 

between  off-road  vehicle  use  and 

neighboring  public  lands;  and 

other  existing  or  proposed 

outside  officially  designated 

recreational  uses  of  the  same  or 

wilderness  areas  or  primitive 

neighboring  public  lands,  and  to 

areas  and  in  natural  areas  only  if 

ensure  the  compatibility  of  such  uses 

the  agency  determines  that  off¬ 

with  existing  conditions  in  populated 

road  vehicle  use  will  not 

areas,  taking  into  account  noise  and 

adversely  affect  their  natural, 

other  factors. 

aesthetic,  scenic,  or  other  values 
for  which  such  areas  were 
established.  Future  travel 

management  planning  will 
further  analyze  those  criteria  of 
individual  routes  on  the  site- 

specific  level. 
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24. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

12 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

Reference:  Vol.  1,  page  2-44,  para  3  12. 
Comment:  BLM  states:  "Any 
authorized  activity,  such  as  a  grazing 
permit,  that  involves  motorized 
access  to  public  lands  must  describe 
how  access  would  be  managed,  both 
on  and  off  the  existing  or  designated 
route  systems,  as  part  of  the  permit" 
Forcing  a  permittee  to  develop  how 
off  road  travel  would  be  managed  is 
just  an  unnecessary  requirement 
when  there  are  already  provisions 
that  limit  travel  to  the  administration 
of  a  permit.  Recommendation:  That 

BLM  approve  current  management 
under  ALT.  A  as  the  preferred 
alternative  for  para  3 1 2. 

Line  item  312  has  been  modified 
to  reflect  this  comment. 

25. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

27 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

-The  agency  has  not  develop  any  long 
distance  trail  systems  for  motorized 
recreationists.  -Long  distance 
motorized  trail  systems  would  see  far 
more  use  than  non-motorized  trails.  - 
Long  distance  motorized  trail  systems 
would  provide  far  more  benefit  to  the 
human  environment  including 
economic  benefit. 

Comment  noted.  Future  travel 
management  planning  will 
further  analyze  motorized  trail 
systems  on  a  site  specific  level. 

26. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

28 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

-There  are  far  more  miles  of  non- 
motorized  trail  available  in  our  public 
lands.  -The  miles  of  non-motorized 
and  motorized  trail  in  our  public  lands 
has  not  been  adequately  disclosed.  - 
Miles  of  trail  in  wilderness  areas  and 
quality  must  be  adequately  disclosed. 
-Non-motorized  opportunity  must  be 
compared  to  motorized  opportunity 
including  the  miles  of  trails,  costs  and 
conditions,  and  number  of  users. 

Motorized  and  non-motorized 
mileage  comparisons  will  be 
reviewed  during  future  travel 
management  planning  efforts, 
outside  to  the  RMP  planning 
process. 

X-352 


Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Travel,  Transportation  Management,  and  Access) 


Row 

# 


First  Name 


Last 

Name 


Organization  Letter  Comment  Comment  Code 
Name  #  #  Name 


Comment  Text 


Response 


27. 

Doug 

Abelin 

Capital  Trail 
Vehicle 
Association 

394 

37 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

1 0.  Does  Not  Provide  for  a 

Reasonable  Level  of  Multiple  Use  - 
The  proposed  plan  fails  to  adequately 
or  reasonably  recognize  and  address 
that  motorized  access  and  motorized 
recreation  are  the  #1  use  of  the 
project  area. 

Land  use  planning  and  NEPA 
regulations  require  the  BLM  to 
formulate  a  reasonable  range  of 
alternatives.  Established  planning 
criteria,  as  outlined  in  43  CFR 

1610,  guides  the  alternatives 
development  process.  The  BLM 
developed  a  range  of  alternatives 
in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  to  resolve 
conflicts  among  resources  and 
resource  uses  and  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  need  and  other 
goals.  These  goals  are  consistent 
with  NEPA  regulations  at  40 

CFR  1501(c). 

FLPMA’s  multiple  use  mandate 
does  not  require  that  all  uses  be 
allowed  on  all  areas  of  the  public 
lands.  Rather,  FLPMA  obliges  the 
agency  to  evaluate  and  select  an 
appropriate  balance  of  resource 
uses  through  the  land  use 
planning  process,  a  process  that 
inherently  involves  tradeoffs 
between  competing  uses.  The 

BLM  has  wide  latitude  to 
allocate  the  public  lands  to 
particular  use  and  to  employ  the 
mechanism  of  land  use  allocation 
to  protect  certain  resource 
values  or,  conversely,  to  develop 
some  resource  values  to  the 
detriment  of  others,  short  of 
unnecessary  or  undue 
degradation. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-353 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Travel,  Transportation  Management,  and  Access) 


Row 

n 

First  Name 

Last 

Name 

Organization 

Name 

Letter 

# 

Comment 

# 

Comment  Code 
Name 

Comment  Text 

Response 

28. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

34 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

The  proposed  "Use  or  Lose"  policy  in 
LFO  RMP  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D, 

Item  325,  will  result  in  a  net 
reduction  of  access  to  public  and 
private  inholdings  for  recreation, 
multiple  use,  and  civil  service  activities 
over  time.  From  a  relational 
standpoint,  the  Use  or  Lose  policy  is 
contrary  to  BLMs  ideal  of  being  a 
Federal  good  neighbor.  The  proposed 
Use  or  Lose  policy  in  Item  325  will 
foreseeably  result  in  derogation  of 
access  over  time.  This  could  inhibit 
the  ability  of  local  governments  ability 
to  perform  public  health,  safety  or 
police  functions  in  violation  of  FLPMA 
Title  VII:  "Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be 
construed  as  limiting  or  restricting 
the  power  and  authority  of  the 

United  States  or  a  limitation  upon  any 
State... or  as  derogating  the  authority 
of  a  local  police  officer  in  the 
performance  of  his  duties,  or  as 
depriving  any  State  or  political 
subdivision  thereof  of  any  right  it  may 
have  to  exercise  civil  and  criminal 
jurisdiction  on  the  national  resource 
lands."  43  USC  1701  note. 

The  action  does  not  apply  to 
private  roads,  only  roads  on 

BLM  lands  that  become  "land 
locked"  i.e.,  if  a  private  land 
owner  prevents  the  public  from 
using  a  BLM  road  on  BLM  land 
then  no  one  would  be  allowed 
to  use  the  BLM  road.  It  would 
be  reclassified  from  open  to 
closed  or  administrative  use 
only.  Adjustments  have  been 
incorporated  into  the  proposed 
plan  regarding  this  action  item. 
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29. 

Anonymous 

Anonymous 

Petroleum 

County 

Commissioners 

443 

4 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

(Item  325,  Page  2-47)  Attempting  to 
force  a  private  land  owner  to 
surrender  his  property  rights  by 
forcing  him  to  allow  public  use  of  a 
road  that  crosses  his  land  in  exchange 
for  a  right  of  a  lease  amounts  to  a 
"taking"  by  the  government.  It  would 
seem  impossible  for  the  BLM  to 
enforce  since  they  would  have  no 
ability  to  determine  if  the  public  that 
may  be  on  the  BLM  lands  had  gained 
access  through  his  lands  or  other 
means.  Limiting  access  causes  public 
safety  concerns  if  it  prohibits  the  law 
enforcement,  fire  departments, 
search  and  rescue  or  emergency 
services  that  may  need  to  travel  the 
roads.  We  prefer  Alternative  A,  no 
action,  for  Item  325.  (Item  312,  Page 
2-44)  We  object  to  additional 
restrictions  on  motorized  cross 
country  access  for  grazing  lessee's. 

This  would  be  hardship  for  lease 
holders  maintaining  fences,  water  and 
movement  of  livestock.  We  prefer 
Alternative  A,  no  action,  for  item  3  1 2. 

The  action  does  not  apply  to 
private  roads,  only  roads  on 

BLM  lands  that  become  "land 
locked"  i.e.,  if  a  private  land 
owner  prevents  the  public  from 
using  a  BLM  road  on  BLM  land 
then  no  one  would  be  allowed 
to  use  the  BLM  road.  It  would 
be  reclassified  from  open  to 
closed  or  administrative  use 
only.  Adjustments  have  been 
incorporated  into  the  proposed 
plan  regarding  this  action  item. 

30. 

Lisa 

Abbott 

445 

3 

T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 

Access 

1  encourage  the  BLM  to  identify 
opportunities  to  increase  access  to 
public  lands  that  are  landlocked  or 
difficult  to  access  because  there  are 
few  or  no  access  points  across 
private  land  that  enable  the  public  to 
reach  BLM  lands. 

The  RMP/EIS  contains  goals  and 
objectives  in  Chapter  2  to 
provide  sustainable  public  and 
administrative  access. 

Lewistown  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


X-355 


X.  Public  Comments  and  BLM  Response  (Travel,  Transportation  Management,  and  Access) 


31.  Aubrey 


Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 


T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 
Access 


The  BLM  is  not  in  compliance  with  its 
regulations  regarding  off-road  vehicles 
in  the  management  alternatives  under 
consideration  in  the  draft  RMP.  While 
Alternative  B  would  close  lands 
managed  to  protect  wilderness 
characteristics  to  off-road  vehicle  use, 
Alternative  D  offers  'OHV  limited' 
stipulations,  and  Alternative  C,  the 
preferred  alternative,  does  not 
protect  any  wilderness  characteristics 
and  offers  significantly  more 
opportunities  for  motorized  and 
OHV  use  across  the  planning  area.  In 
allowing  OHV  use  to  be  designated  as 
limited  in  units  1 65  managed  in  such  a 
way  as  to  prevent  degradation  of 
wilderness  character  as  Alternative  D 
does,  the  draft  RMP  is  in  direct 
violation  of  Executive  Orders  and 
agency  regulations  implementing 
these  Orders.  Executive  Orders  1 66 
and  the  BLM's  regulations  require  1 67 
BLM  to  ensure  that  areas  and  trails 
for  off-road  vehicle  use  are  located:  - 
to  minimize  damage  to  soil, 
watershed,  vegetation,  air,  or  other 
resources  of  the  public  lands,  and  to 
prevent  impairment  of  wilderness 
suitability;  to  minimize  harassment  of 
wildlife  or  significant  disruption  of 
wildlife  habitats,  and  especially  for  the 
protection  of  endangered  or 
threatened  species  and  their  habitats; 
-to  minimize  conflicts  between  off¬ 
road  vehicle  use  and  other  existing  or 
proposed  recreational  uses  of  the 
same  or  neighboring  public  lands;  and 
-outside  officially  designated 
wilderness  areas  or  primitive  areas 
and  in  natural  areas  only  if  the  agency 
determines  that  off-road  vehicle  use 
will  not  adversely  affect  their  natural, 
aesthetic,  scenic,  or  other  values  for 
which  such  areas  were  established. 


Designating  an  area  as  limited 
would  allow  for  future  travel 
management  planning  to  ensure 
that  off-road  vehicle  use  are 
located  to  minimize  damage  to 
soil,  watershed,  vegetation,  air, 
or  other  resources  of  the  public 
lands,  and  to  prevent 
impairment  of  wilderness 
suitability;  to  minimize 
harassment  of  wildlife  or 
significant  disruption  of  wildlife 
habitats,  and  especially  for  the 
protection  of  endangered  or 
threatened  species  and  their 
habitats;  to  minimize  conflicts 
between  off-road  vehicle  use 
and  other  existing  or  proposed 
recreational  uses  of  the  same  or 
neighboring  public  lands;  and 
outside  officially  designated 
wilderness  areas  or  primitive 
areas  and  in  natural  areas  only  if 
the  agency  determines  that  off¬ 
road  vehicle  use  will  not 
adversely  affect  their  natural, 
aesthetic,  scenic,  or  other  values 
for  which  such  areas  were 
established. 
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32.  Aubrey 


Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 


T ravel,  T ransportation 
Management,  and 
Access 


"Under  all  alternatives,  all  OHV  travel 
on  BLM  land  within  the  TMAs  would 
be  limited  to  existing  roads  and 
trails."  This  statement,  as  well  as 
clarification  of  routes  identified  on 
the  proposed  alternatives  maps,  was 
discussed  with  BLM  personnel  at  a 
public  meeting  in  Lewistown  on  July 
1 0,  20 1 8  at  the  Yogo  Inn. 
Representatives  from  the  Lewistown 
FO  explained  that  routes  created  by 
users  were  not  considered  "existing 
roads  and  trails"  in  the  inventory  and 
would  not  gain  authorization  through 
the  travel  planning  process.  They  also 
clarified  that,  where  roads  authorized 
by  the  BLM  previously  have  been 
washed  out  or  otherwise  damaged  by 
natural  processes  to  the  point  that 
they  are  no  longer  passable,  the  BLM 
would  not  expend  resources 
rehabilitating  those  roads  as  part  of 
this  travel  planning  process,  and  those 
roads  would  not  be  considered  part 
of  the  existing  road  and  trail  system. 
MWA  requests  clarification  if  those 
existing  travel  management  processes 
will  continue  as  initiated  in  2017  and 
20 1 8,  and  if  so,  how  they  will  be 
incorporated  into  this  RMP  process. 


The  travel,  transportation  and 
access  section  of  the  RMP/EIS 
addresses  area  designations  for 
open,  closed  and  limited.  Future 
travel  management  planning  will 
further  analyze  public  access  on 
the  site-specific  level  based  on 
travel  management  areas 
discussed  in  this  document. 
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1. 

Gordy 

Sanders 

Pyramid 
Mountain 
Lumber  Inc 

267 

1 

Vegetation 

Communities 

In  our  review  of  the  Draft,  the 
language  explaining  the  multiple 
benefits  which  result  from 
implementation  of  active  forest 
management  was  not  clearly 
provided.  The  derivative  and  multiple 
use  beenfits  from  forest  management 
for  fuels  reduction,  forest  health, 
wildlife  habitat  improvements,  legacy 
road  issues,  fish  passage,  noxious 
weed  management,  and  recreational 
improvements  should  be  highlighted 
more  clearly  for  the  public. 

Appendix  W  provides  a 
discussion  of  the  nature  and 
type  of  effects  from  forestry  on 
other  resources.  The  detailed 
analysis  of  impacts  from  forest 
management  on  other  resources 
is  provided  in  Chapter  4  under 
those  topic  areas  that  have 
impacts. 

2. 

Blake 

Henning 

Rocky 

Mountain  Elk 
Foundation 

309 

5 

Vegetation 

Communities 

Noxious  and  invasive  plants  are 
slowly  replacing  native  forage  for  elk 
and  other  species.  RMEF  encourages 
the  BLM  to  actively  manage 
landscapes  to  control  and  reduce 
invasive  species  through  an  integrated 
weed  management  approach 
(biological,  mechanical,  chemical,  and 
outreach).  Early  detection  and  rapid 
response  remains  a  critical 
component  of  effective  weed 
management  (Westbrooks  2004); 

RMEF  encourages  this  collaborative 
approach  for  prompt  containment 
and  treatment  of  noxious  and  invasive 
plants.  Native  plant  communities 
provide  the  highest  nutritional  value, 
thus  RMEF  encourages  the  use  native 
plant  seed  mixes.  RMEF  supports  a 
balanced  use  of  timber  production 
and  encourages  consideration  of 
wildlife  habitat  enhancement  through 
timber  production  activities. 
Opportunities  for  timber  production 
which  can  provide  greater  flexibility  in 
using  the  full  array  of  active 
vegetation  management  activities  are 
more  effective  at  meeting  desired 
vegetative  conditions.  Managed 
livestock  grazing  can  improve  the 
health  of  rangelands  and  forest 
meadows  if  the  system  is  designed 

The  RMP  includes  management 
actions  that  address  these  topics 
in  Chapter  2. 
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with  habitat  values  for  elk  and  other 
wildlife  in  mind.  An  effective  range 
management  program  between  the 
agency  and  permittees  is  essential  to 
maintaining  the  economic  base  and 
lifestyle  that  have  helped  keep  private 
lands  across  elk  country  as  working 
ranches.  RMEF  encourages  the  BLM 
to  employ  grazing  management 
systems  and  techniques  compatible 
with  maintaining  desired  levels  of  elk 
and  other  wildlife. 

3. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

9 

Vegetation 

Communities 

In  addition  to  the  failure  of  the  DEIS 
to  adequately  address  climate  change, 
the  DEIS  also  fails  to  address  in  any 
meaningful  way,  the  impact  of  invasive 
species  in  the  planning  area  and  the 
nexus  with  expected  changing 
climactic  conditions  which  will  lead  to 
the  increase  and  spread  of  invasive 
plants.  To  supplement  the  material 
already  provided,  some  additional 
analysis  of  the  potential  for  climate 
change  to  support  the  increased 
spread  of  annual  invasive  plants  such 
as  cheatgrass  is  provided  below.  1 

Note  the  large  potential  expansion 
area  in  the  LBLM  planning  area.  In 
addition  to  cheatgrass,  medusahead 
rye  and  ventenata  are  expanding  into 
Montana  and  will  be  encouraged  by 
both  climate  change  and  current 
livestock  grazing  practices.  Neither 
species  is  even  mentioned  in  the 

DEIS.  These  plants  have  the  ability  to 
fundamentally  change  the  landscape  of 
the  BLM  managed  lands  and  deserve 
specific  attention. 

The  RMP  includes  a  management 
action  that  focuses  control 
efforts  on  the  Montana  State 
Noxious  Weed  List;  county 
noxious  weed  lists;  neighboring 
states’  noxious  weed  lists;  and 

BLM  invasive  species  list. 
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4. 

Patrick 

Lendrum 

World  Wildlife 
Fund 

361 

5 

Vegetation 

Communities 

Because  prevention  is  the  best 
strategy  for  minimizing  invasive 
species,  and  anthropogenic 
disturbance  is  highly  associated  with 
the  introduction  of  noxious,  invasive 
species,  the  BLM  should  minimize 
surface-disturbing  and  disruptive 
activities  (such  as  energy 
development  or  roads)  in  undisturbed 
habitats.  The  BLM  should  implement 
those  measures  in  Alternative  B  that 
reduce  road  density  in  high,  moderate 
and  low  development  potential  areas 
which  would  result  in  the  much  lower 
risk  of  noxious  weed  infestations. 

The  RMP  includes  management 
actions  that  address  these 
topics.  Planned  or  permitted 
surface  disturbing  activities 
would  be  considered  with  BMPs 
BLM-administered  lands. 

5. 

Patrick 

Lendrum 

World  Wildlife 
Fund 

361 

6 

Vegetation 

Communities 

WWF  encourages  BLM  to  address 
the  potential  impacts  of  climate 
change  on  the  spread  of  invasive 
plants,  particularly  cheatgrass 
(Bromus  tectorum),  which  may  highly 
alter  the  quality  of  habitat  by 
outcompeting  native  grasses  and  forbs 
and  causing  increased  frequency  and 
severity  of  wildfires,  which  are 
detrimental  to  fire-intolerant 
sagebrush  species.  Recent  modeling 
studies  have  shown  the  possible 
expansion  of  cheatgrass  in  the  Eastern 
Region  of  critical  sagebrush  habitats 
under  various  climate-change 
scenarios  (Bradley  2009). 

The  BLM  would  manage  for 
healthy  plant  communities  by 
reducing,  preventing  expansion 
of,  or  eliminating  the  occurrence 
of  noxious/invasive  species. 

6. 

Ralph 

Corbett 

Petroleum 

County 

Conservation 

District 

375 

3 

Vegetation 

Communities 

Also,  we  would  encourage 
clarification  to  the  PFC  goals  in 
Alternative  C  to  match  the  date  of 
2038.  It  is  unclear  why  the  date  in 
Alternative  C  is  2036,  and/or  why 
there  is  a  need  for  80  percent 
capability,  Chapter  2,2-10. 

The  Final  EIS  has  been  corrected 
to  indicate  2038. 
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1. 

Louis 

Ritten 

Lewis  and  Clark 
Trail  Heritage 
Foundation 

260 

3 

Visual  Resources 

The  AMS  on  page  1 50  states  an 
inventory  of  7, 1 00  acres  of  VRI  Class 

II,  200  acres  of  VRI  Class  III  and  200 
acres  of  VRI  Class  IV.  If  the  visual 
management  class  assigned  to  the 
acreages  contained  in  the  evaluation 
of  alternatives  on  page  4- 1 78  is 
supposed  to  be  the  surrogate  for 
representing  impacts  to  the  trail,  the 
acres  compared  between  alternatives 
is  inconsistent  and  difficult  to 
understand  in  comparison  to  the  total 
inventory  acres  in  the  AMS. 

Alternative  A  has  only  260  acres 
assigned  to  a  VRI  Class  II,  Alternatives 

B  and  D  have  600  acres  assigned  to 
Class  II  and  Class  III  respectively,  and 
the  preferred  Alternative  C  has  only 
200  acres  assigned  to  Class  III.  There 
appears  to  be  no  accompanying  map 
that  shows  where  those  acres  are. 
What  happened  to  all  the  rest  of  the 
acres  that  were  inventoried? 

The  BLM’s  alternatives  propose 
to  manage  the  trails  as  corridors 
which  vary  in  width  by 
alternative: 

A:  half-mile-wide 

B:  a  minimum  mile-wide  and  up 
to  10  miles 

C:  half-mile-wide 

D:  1 -mile-wide 

The  trail  corridors  were 
assigned  a  VRM  classes  or 
classes  by  alternative.  The  Visual 
Resource  Inventory  classes 
contributed  to  the  BLM’s 
decisions  on  VRM  classes  for 
certain  areas.  Table  4-45  of  the 
National  Trails  section  lists  the 
acres  of  VRM  class  by  alternative 
for  each  trail  corridor.  Theses 
acres  were  corrected  in  the 
Proposed  RMP  to  match  the 
corridor  widths  by  alternative. 

The  effects  of  BLM  actions  on 
visual  resources  are  described 
the  Visual  Resources  section. 

The  Lewistown  AMS  map  are 
posted  on  the  Lewistown  RMP 
ePIanning  website  along  with  the 
Lewistown  AMS  Revised  Area 
profile.  The  AMS  maps  include 

-  Visual  Resource  Inventory 

Scenic  Quality 

-  Visual  Resource  Inventory 
Sensitivity  Levels 

-  Visual  Resource  Inventory 
Distance  Zones 

-  Visual  Resource  Inventory 

Per  BLM  Manual  8410-1,  the  VRI 
is  baseline  inventory 
information.  Inventory  classes 
are  informational  in  nature  and 
provide  the  basis  for  considering 
visual  values  in  the  RMP  process. 
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They  do  not  establish 
management  direction  and 
should  not  be  used  as  a  basis  for 
constraining  or  limiting  surface 
disturbing  activities.  The 
assignment  of  VRM  classes  is 
based  on  the  management 
actions  in  the  RMP.  Appendix  H 
of  the  Visual  Resource  Inventory 
contains  the  National  Trails 
Visibility  Analysis. 

2. 

Steve 

Hertel 

Fergus 

Conservation 

District 

329 

5 

Visual  Resources 

Category:  Viewsheds  and  Visual 
Resources  Reference:  Volume  1  pages 
2-29,  Items  218  and  221  Volume  II 

App.  A  pages  A-7  -  A- 10,  figures  2-5  - 
2-8  Were  3  individual  studies 
completed  in  BLM  H-84I0-I  Section 

IV  (A)  ? 

The  visual  resource  inventory 
followed  BLM  Manual  8410-1. 
Using  inventory  factors  of  scenic 
quality,  distance  zones,  and 
sensitivity  levels. 

3. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

9 

Visual  Resources 

Reference:  Vol.  II,  APP.  A,  page  A-9, 

Fig.  2-7.  Comment:  Under  the  four 
alternatives  being  considered,  it  is 
unclear  to  the  reader  the  basis  upon 
which  the  various  VRM  categories  are 
assigned.  For  example,  Petroleum 
County  has  the  highest  percentage  of 
BLM  land  in  the  LRMP  planning  area 
and  all  of  the  BLM  land  has  been 
assigned  VRM  III  or  IV  classification 
but  there  is  no  explanation  for  the 
basis  upon  which  those  classifications 
were  made.  In  Petroleum  County,  it 
is  unclear  why  VRM  III  was  assigned 
to  an  area  that  is  high  in  gas/oil 
drilling  potential  and  that  VRM  IV  was 
assigned  to  areas  with  little 
development  potential  but  high  in 

ORV.  Recommendation:  That  ALT.  C 
be  approved  for  the  proposed  VRM 
classification  but  an  explanation  be 
provided  on  the  rationale  used  to 
establish  those  VRM  classifications  in 
Petroleum  County. 

VRM  classes  consider  multiple 
uses  and  not  just  oil  and  gas 
activities.  Oil  and  gas  is  still  and 
allowable  use  in  VRM  Class  3. 
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4. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

3 

Visual  Resources 

From  the  procedural  standpoint,  our 
comments  raise  substantive  questions 
about  the  utility  and  accuracy  of  the 
visual  resource  inventory  (VRI)  used 
to  conclude  broadly  varying 
classification  determinations  between 
the  three  alternatives.  While  our 
questions  may  be  resolved  through 

BLM  publishing  the  completed  BLM 
Forms  8400-4,6  to  the  public  record, 
there  remains  the  possibility  that  the 
visual  resource  management  (VRM) 
process  itself  is  flawed  when 
considered  in  the  context  of  the 

OMB  directive  on  information  quality. 
We  ask  that  BLM  and  the  Secretary 
of  Interior  investigate  this  question. 

Per  BLM  Manual  8410-1,  the  VRI 
is  baseline  inventory 
information.  Inventory  classes 
are  informational  in  nature  and 
provide  the  basis  for  considering 
visual  values  in  the  RMP  process. 
They  do  not  establish 
management  direction  and 
should  not  be  used  as  a  basis  for 
constraining  or  limiting  surface 
disturbing  activities.  The 
assignment  of  VRM  classes  is 
based  on  the  management 
actions  in  the  RMP.  See 

Appendix  A  of  the  VRI  report 
for  more  information. 

S. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

21 

Visual  Resources 

Technical  Issues  -  The  vast  difference 
between  the  number  of  acres 
proposed  for  VRM  Class  II 

Management  in  Alternatives  B 
(329,500  acres),  C  (14,100  acres)  or 

D  (125,300  acres)  brings  into 
substantive  question  the  accuracy  and 
field  analysis  used  during  the  VRM 
inventory  process  described  in  BLM 
H-84I0-I  Section  IV  (A).  This 
procedure  calls  for  landscapes  to  be 
visually  subdivided  into  3  zones, 

"based  on  relative  visibility  from 
travel  routes  or  observation  points." 
The  procedure  further  states,  "where 
the  foreground-middleground  zone 
from  one  travel  route  overlaps  the 
background  from  another  route,  use 
only  the  foreground-middleground 
designation."  Interspersed  private 
inholdings  are  specifically  not  part  of 
the  VRM  field  or  inventory  process, 
nor  are  those  acreages  included  in 
proposed  alternatives.  The  vast 
difference  in  the  quantity  of  acres 
between  alternatives  raises  the 
question  of  how  many  inventories 
were  performed  to  arrive  at  the 
proposed  acreages. 

Per  BLM  Manual  8410-1,  the  VRI 
is  baseline  inventory 
information.  Inventory  classes 
are  informational  in  nature  and 
provide  the  basis  for  considering 
visual  values  in  the  RMP  process. 
They  do  not  establish 
management  direction  and 
should  not  be  used  as  a  basis  for 
constraining  or  limiting  surface 
disturbing  activities.  The 
assignment  of  VRM  classes  is 
based  on  the  management 
actions  in  the  RMP. 
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6. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

395 

22 

Visual  Resources 

In  Petroleum  County,  BLM  and 

During  an  inventory,  some 

Natural 

private  lands  are  highly  interspersed 

private  lands  are  included  when 

Resource 

and  access-limited,  vastly  reducing  the 

evaluating  public  lands  due  to 

Coalition 

number  of  vantage  points  available  for 

interspersed  ownership  when 

VRM  classification  of  federal-only 

inventorying  at  a  landscape  level. 

parcels.  As  a  result,  it  is  highly 

However,  VRM  classes  (which 

probable  that  VRM  classification 

include  management  actions  to 

process  is  flawed,  and  the  number  of 

address  visual  management 

acres  in  the  draft  LFO  RMP  VRM 

objectives)  are  only  designated 

classification  and  inventory  is 
inaccurate  as  private  lands  were 
incorporated  in  the  inventory  along 
with  federal  parcels.  Any  visual 
classification  where  inholdings  were 
included  would  be  deficient,  rendering 
the  analysis  incomplete,  flawed,  or 
both  [40  CFR§  1500. 1(b)]. 

on  BLM-administered  lands. 

7. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

395 

23 

Visual  Resources 

FLPMA  Title  II,  [43  U.S.C.  1711  (b)] 

Auditing  the  VRM  process  is 

Natural 

provides  for  the  Secretary  of  Interior 

outside  the  scope  of  this  RMP 

Resource 

to  "ascertain  boundaries"  and 

process.  The  BLM  followed 

Coalition 

"provide  State  and  Local  governments 

current  policy  when  developing 

with  data  from  the  inventory  for  the 
purpose  of  planning  and  regulating  the 
uses  of  non-federal  land  in  proximity 
of  such  public  lands."  We  call  upon 

BLM  to  collaboratively  audit  the 

Visual  Resource  Management 
inventory  classification  process,  maps, 
proposed  alternatives,  and  Visual 
Contrast  Rating  Worksheets  (BLM 

Form  8400-4,6)  for  consistency  with 
the  April  24,  20 1 9  directive  from  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget  on 
Information  Quality,  and  any  updated 
Department  of  Interior  Policies 
resulting  from  that  memorandum. 

VRM  in  the  RMP. 
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1. 

Sarah 

Bates 

National 

Wildlife 

Federation 

241 

4 

Water  Resources 

Beaver  restoration  will  help  the  BLM 
achieve  the  Line  14  Goal  under  the 
Climate  resource  section  (pg.  2-7). 

This  goal  for  all  Alternatives  states 
that  the  BLM  will  "provide  for 
diverse,  healthy  ecosystems  that  are 
resilient  to  climate  stressors."  Beaver 
restoration  also  applies  as  a  method 
for  climate  adaptation  under  the  Line 

1 5  Objective,  "apply  ecosystem-level 
climate  adaptation  management 
strategies  where  climate  conditions 
necessitate."  We  recommend  that 
management  actions  supporting 
beaver  restoration  (including  beaver 
mimicry  and  similar  low-tech 
restoration  techniques)  be  prioritized 
as  a  method  for  climate  adaption  and 
potentially  recognized  as  a  separate 
"action"  under  the  Climate  resource 
section. 

The  revised  preferred 
alternative  now  identifies  active 
and  passive  restoration  options 
which  can  include  beaver 
restoration  as  a  tool  move 
towards  PFC. 

2. 

Sarah 

Bates 

National 

Wildlife 

Federation 

241 

7 

Water  Resources 

As  a  result  of  the  stream  water 
retention  properties  of  beaver  dams 
and  ability  to  create  wetlands,  beaver 
restoration  is  an  invaluable  tool  for 
managing  water  resources. 

Specifically,  beaver  restoration  can 
help  the  BLM  achieve  Line  43 

Objectives  for  Alternatives  B,  C,  and 

D  of  expanding  lotic  riparian-wetland 
miles.  In  addition,  beaver  dams  can 
contribute  to  Line  44  Objective  to 
"maintain  or  increase  water  quantity 
and  availability  for  natural  instream 
flow  to  benefit  fish,  wildlife,  riparian- 
wetland  areas,  and  water  quality..." 

We  recommend  that  beaver 
restoration  be  included  as  a  strategy 
to  protect  and  conserve  water 
resources,  consistent  with  the 
ongoing  riparian  restoration  work 
with  which  the  BLM  is  already 
involved  in  north-central  Montana. 

The  revised  preferred 
alternative  now  identifies  active 
and  passive  restoration  options 
which  can  include  beaver 
restoration  as  a  tool  move 
towards  PFC. 
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3. 

Colin 

Cooney 

Trout 

Unlimited 

244 

6 

Water  Resources 

Effects  of  climate  change.  Streams  and 
rivers  throughout  Montana  have 
experienced  deleterious  impacts  to 
the  aquatic  environment  in  recent 
drought  years  due  to  low  stream 
flows,  increased  water  temperatures, 
and  inadequate  over-wintering 
habitat.  The  final  RMP  should 
consider  the  cumulative  effects  of 
climate  change  and  drought,  including 
aquatic  ecosystems  that  will  be 
adversely  impacted  by  climate  change. 
Vulnerable  watersheds  should  be 
managed  to  prevent  them  from 
experiencing  regime  shifts  brought  on 
by  the  impacts  of  climate  change  by 
removing  other  stressors  from  those 
systems.  Reducing  the  effects  of  land 
use  activities  (e.g.  applying  a  1/2  mile 
NSO  buffer)  will  help  to  offset  the 
effects  of  climate  change  by  increasing 
the  resiliency  of  watersheds  that 
support  coldwater  fisheries. 

Conversely,  management  decisions 
that  result  in  a  higher  degree  of 
impacts  will  intensify  the  effects  of 
climate  change. 

BLM  has  reviewed  stipulations 
for  consistency  across  the 
Montana/  Dakotas  and 
recommendations  by  the  EPA. 

BLM  revised  the  preferred 
alternative  to  include 
stipulations  for  water  resources 
that  will  provide  additional 
protection. 

4. 

Phil 

Strobel 

U.S.  EPA 
Region  8 

246 

1 

Water  Resources 

The  discussion  in  the  Draft  EIS 
(Chapter  4)  of  the  impacts  of  each 
alternative  on  aquatic  resources  is 
very  general  and  does  not 
consistently  discuss  impacts  to 
specific  aquatic  resources  (for 
example,  public  drinking  water 
supplies,  surface  water,  wetlands, 
groundwater,  etc).  The  EPA 
recommends  the  BLM  include  in  the 
Final  EIS  an  assessment  of  how  each 
alternative  might  impact  each  specific 
aquatic  resource,  and  what  the 
impacts  are  across  alternatives. 

Appendix  W  provides  a 
discussion  of  the  nature  and 
type  of  effects  on  water 
resources.  This  includes  the 
potential  impacts  on  different 
water  resources,  such  as 
groundwater,  surface  water, 
riparian  areas,  and  floodplains. 

The  analysis  in  Chapter  4  is 
organized  to  discuss  the  inter¬ 
related  impacts  on  the  various 
types  of  water  resources. 
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5. 

Phil 

Strobel 

U.S.  EPA 
Region  8 

246 

3 

Water  Resources 

The  AMS  2018  briefly  discusses 
groundwater,  including  the  Madison 
Aquifer,  and  other  source-water 
protection  areas.  The  appendices  of 
the  AMS  2018  provide  maps  of 
recharge  areas  of  the  Madison 

Aquifer,  superficial  aquifers,  bedrock, 
aquifers,  and  groundwater  well 
density.  The  AMS  20 1 8  briefly 
mentions  public  water  supplies  and 
two  source  water  protection  areas 
on  BLM-administered  lands,  but  the 
effects  analysis  in  Chapter  4  does  not 
include  a  discussion  of  how  each 
alternative  would  impact  these 
resources.  Further  information  would 
be  beneficial  to  assess  potential 
impacts  to  these  resources  as  a  result 
of  the  alternatives.  For  the  same 
reasons  mentioned  above,  we 
recommend  the  Final  RMP  include 
maps  of  public  drinking  water 
supplies,  including  source-water 
protection  areas,  to  better  visualize 
aspects  of  the  project  alternatives 
relative  to  the  locations  of  these 
critical  resources. 

The  Montana  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality  (DEQ) 
performs  source  water 
assessments  that  include 
mapping  where  public  water 
supplies  come  from.  These  maps 
are  available  to  the  public  on  the 
DEQ  website.  A  stipulation  for 
protecting  source  water 
protection  areas  has  been  added 
in  the  Proposed  Plan.  The 
analysis  in  Chapter  4  has  been 
updated  based  on  this  new 
stipulation. 
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6. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

18 

Water  Resources 

Water  Resources  :  As  a  result  of  the 
stream  water  retention  properties  of 
beaver  dams  and  ability  to  create 
wetlands,  beaver  restoration  is  an 
invaluable  tool  for  managing  water 
resources.  Specifically,  beaver 
restoration  can  help  the  BLM  achieve 
Line  43  Objectives  for  Alternatives 

B,C  and  D  of  expanding  lotic  riparian- 
wetland  miles.  In  addition,  beaver 
dams  can  contribute  to  Line  44 
Objective  to  "maintain  or  increase 
water  quantity  and  availability  for 
natural  instream  flow  to  benefit  fish, 
wildlife,  riparian-wetland  areas,  and 
water  quality..."  Thus,  we  recommend 
that  beaver  restoration  be  included  as 
a  strategy  to  protect  and  conserve 
water  resources,  consistent  with  the 
ongoing  riparian  restoration  work 
with  which  the  BLM  is  already 
involved. 

The  revised  preferred 
alternative  now  identifies  active 
and  passive  restoration  options 
which  can  include  beaver 
restoration  as  a  tool  move 
towards  PFC. 

7. 

Steve 

Hertel 

Fergus 

Conservation 

District 

329 

2 

Water  Resources 

Category:  Surface  Water 

Impoundments  Reference:  RMP 

Volume  III  Appendix  J  Pages  l;J-2  In 
order  to  protect  the  riparian  areas 
and  the  water  resources,  we  need  the 
existing  19  water  impoundments.  To 
reduce  the  degradations  of  the 
existing  riparian  and  water  resources. 

The  RMP  considers  a  reasonable 
range  of  alternatives  for  the 
proposed  action. 
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8. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

32 

Water  Resources 

it  appears  that  there  is  no 
reclamation  plan  for  disturbed 
subsurface  water  resources  and  no 
consideration  for  long  term  impacts 
to  water  quality  through  the  process 
of  fluid  mineral  development. 

Without  explicit  Best  Management 
Practices  and  outlined  mitigation 
measures  in  place,  impacts  to  water 
resource  have  not  been  fully  assessed 
enough  to  adequately  compare 
alternatives. 

Reclamation  plans  would  be 
developed  for  proposed  projects 
at  the  site-specific  level. 

Appendix  F  provides  required 
design  features  and  best 
management  practices  for  water 
resources.  The  analysis  in  the 
RMP/EIS  considers  the  required 
design  features  and  best 
management  practices.  The  Gold 
Book  and  other  BMPs  listed  in 
Appendix  F  would  apply 
including  the  requirement  for  a 
Reclamation  Plan  to  be 
submitted  in  the  Surface  Use 
plan  of  Operations  and  has 
provisions  for  spill  prevention 
and  management.  This 
document  acknowledges  impacts 
could  occur,  but  site  specific 
analysis  would  need  to  be 
completed  to  fully  analyse  the 
degree  of  risk  and  potential  long 
term  impacts.  The  site  specific 
analysis  of  the  risk  to  water 
quality  is  completed  during  the 
leasing  and  permitting  process. 

9. 

Josh 

Osher 

Western 

Watersheds 

Project 

359 

45 

Water  Resources 

Although  Alternative  C  would  open 
the  same  number  of  acres  to 
livestock  grazing  as  under  Alternative 

A,  the  effects  could  be  much  greater 
due  to  an  increased  percentage  of 
allowable  forage  from  40  to  60 
percent.  The  types  of  effects  of 
livestock  grazing  under  Alternative  C 
would  be  the  same  as  those  described 
under  Alternative  A;  however,  the 
magnitude  of  effect  could  be  much 
greater,  depending  on  the  season  of 
use  and  especially  during  droughts.  In 
addition,  the  absence  of  a  minimum 
rest  period  after  major  disturbances 
under  Alternative  C  could  compound 
the  increased  forage  allocation  and 
would  indirectly  allow  for  greater 
effects  on  water  resources  from 
overuse  than  under  Alternative  A. 
Because  livestock  grazing  is  a  primary 

The  RMP  considered  the  long¬ 
term  and  short-term  impacts  of 
grazing  on  water  resources  in 
Chapter  4  and  Appendix  W  of 
the  EIS. 
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cause  of  impairment,  management  for 
grazing  could  have  some  of  the 
greatest  effects  on  water  quality 
under  this  alternative.  (DEIS,  p.  126, 
emphasis  added)  Surface-disturbing 
activities  in  stream  channels, 
floodplains,  and  riparian  habitats  are 
more  likely  to  alter  natural  stability 
and  floodplain  function. 

Destabilization  and  loss  of  floodplain 
function  accelerate  stream  channel 
and  bank  erosion,  increase  sediment 
supply,  dewater  near-stream  deposits, 
and  cause  fish  and  riparian  habitat  loss 
and  water  quality  deterioration 
(Rosgen  1 996).  Altering  or  removing 
riparian  habitats  can  reduce  the 
hydraulic  roughness  of  the  bank  and 
increase  flow  velocities  near  the  bank 
(National  Research  Council  2002). 
Increased  flow  velocities  can 
accelerate  erosion,  thereby 
decreasing  water  quality.  Grazing  in 
riparian  areas  and  on  shorelines  is 
one  of  the  primary  causes  of 
impairment  in  the  planning  area. 

These  effects  can  be  short  term  or 
long  term,  depending  on  the  type  and 
amount  of  surface  disturbances  and 
local  conditions.  (Appendix  W,  p. 

809,  emphasis  added)  Rangeland 
grazing  is  one  of  the  primary  causes 
of  impairment  in  the  planning  area. 
(Appendix  W,  p.  809)  In  the  second 
example  above,  the  LBLM  admits  that 
Alternative  C  will  increase  impacts 
substantially  over  the  current 
management  or  Alternative  A. 

However,  in  other  places  throughout 
the  DEIS,  the  LBLM  fails  to 
acknowledge  this  reality. 
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10. 

Patrick 

Lendrum 

World  Wildlife 
Fund 

361 

4 

Water  Resources 

The  draft  RMP/EIS  suggests  20-25%  of 
the  oil  and  gas  production  in  the 

Heath  play  will  be  hydraulic 
fracturing.  This  is  of  particular 
concern  is  the  potential  degradation 
of  surface  waters  from  energy 
development  and  other  potential 
mining  activities,  depletion  and 
degradation  of  ground  water 
aquifers, and  erosion  caused  by 
surface  disturbance  (Vengosh  et  al. 
2013).  Strong  conservation  measures 
for  riparian  and  wetland  habitat  are 
also  of  primary  importance  for 
conserving  water  resources.  The  BLM 
should  clarify  how  the  water 
resources  will  be  affected  by  the 
adopted  conservation  measures  and 
the  BLM  should  ensure  through  its 
planning  process  that  water  quality  is 
at  the  least  maintained  by  its 
proposed  plan.  WWF  supports  the 
conservation  measures  in  Alternative 

B  that  would  be  the  most  protective 
and  provide  the  greatest  reductions 
of  cumulative  impacts  to  water 
resources.  However,  the  BLM  should 
adopt  stronger  measures  than  is 
suggested  for  any  of  the  alternatives 
to  ensure  produced  waters  are 
handled  in  an  environmentally 
responsible  manner  and  do  not  harm 
surface  and  groundwater  resources 
or  impact  other  natural  resources. 

The  BLM  considered  design 
features  and  best  management 
practices  in  Appendix  F  for  the 
programmatic-level  analysis  in 
the  RMP.  Additional  required 
design  features  and  mitigation 
measures  would  be  developed 
during  site-specific  NEPA  if 
needed.  Handling  of  produced 
water  is  covered  by  various 

BMPs  found  in  The  Gold  Book, 
as  well  as  EPA  guidance  and 

DEQ  regulation. 
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1  1. 

Ron 

Poertner 

Missouri  River 
Stewards 

374 

8 

Water  Resources 

Water  Resources  Reference:  Vol.  1, 
page  2- 1 0;  para  43  and  para  49-5  1 . 
Comment:  BLM  states  that  the 
objective  for  water  resources  is  to 
increase  the  percentage  of  riparian 
wetlands  in  Proper  Functioning 
Condition  (PFC)  from  63%  to  80%  by 
2036  but  provides  no  rationale  or 
methodology  to  achieve  that  goal  for 
the  increase  to  80%.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  some  of  the  language  in 
paragraphs  49-5 1  gives  consideration 
to  the  Watershed  Compact 

Agreements  that  have  been  approved 
for  area  waters  and  the  statement 
that  BLM  would  "claim  possessory 
interests  in  water  rights  in  the  name 
of  the  United  States  for  water  uses 
on  public  lands"  has  unclear  meaning 
and  indicates  the  potential  that  BLM 
strategy  could  trump  existing 
Watershed  Compact  Agreements. 
Should  BLM  establish  the  need  to 
remove  impoundments  to  meet 
resource  goals,  it  must  first  be 
determined  that  such  removals  would 
have  no  effect  on  riparian  areas  or  on 
the  rest  of  the  watershed. 
Recommendation:  That  BLM's  goal  to 
increase  riparian  wetlands  to  PFC  by 
2036  be  consistent  with  the 
provisions  of  existing  Watershed 
Compact  Agreements.  That  ALT  D 
be  selected  as  the  preferred 
alternative  which  offers  a  broader 
range  of  flexibilities  in  reaching  80 
percent  PFC  by  2038. 

Instream  flow  requirements  are 
supported  by,  and  not  affected 
by,  goals  related  to  PFC  or 
removal  of  impoundments 
within  or  adjacent  to  the 
planning  area. 
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12. 

Ross 

Butcher 

Montana 

Natural 

Resource 

Coalition 

395 

5 

Water  Resources 

Water  impoundment  structures  are 
an  important,  physical  resource  for 
maintenance  of  livestock  and  wildlife 
on  both  public  and  private  lands. 

BLMs  management  of  the  water 
retention  facilities  must  account  for 
approved  Watershed  Compact 
Agreements  for  streams  and 
impoundments.  Any  reduction  in  the 
number  or  size  of  reservoirs,  as 
proposed  in  Alternatives  B  and  D,  will 
result  in  a  concentration  of  livestock 
and  wildlife  use  and  result  in 
increased  loading  on  individual 
riparian  areas  and  resources.*  We 
prefer  Alternative  C;  Maintenance 
and  management  of  the  existing  1 9 
water  impoundments. 

The  purpose  and  need  for  the 
proposed  action  defines  the 
range  of  alternatives  to  be 
considered.  The  BLM  must 
analyze  a  range  of  reasonable 
alternatives,  but  is  not  required 
to  analyze  in  detail  every 
possible  alternative  or  variation. 

X.3.39  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
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1. 

Michael 

Stock 

131 

3 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Consider  including  Crooked  Creek 
and  Sacajawea  Creek  in  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System. 

Crooked  Creek  and  Sacajawea 
Creek  were  reviewed  during 
this  RMP  revision,  see  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Eligibility 

Report  available  on  the  project 
website  here  online: 
https://go.usa.gov/xUPsP. 

2. 

Hugo 

Turek 

Friends  of  the 
Missouri  Breaks 
National 
Monument 

140 

4 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

The  Sacagawea  River  meets  all  of  the 
qualifications  to  be  included  in  the 
National  Scenic  and  Wild  Rivers 

System,  and  so  it  should  be. 
Unfortunately,  your  preferred 
alternative  rejects  all  of  the  27  river 
segments  considered  suitable  under 
the  existing  RMP  for  inclusion  in  the 
system. 

The  purpose  and  need  for  the 
proposed  action  defines  the 
range  of  alternatives  to  be 
considered.  The  BLM  must 
analyze  a  range  of  reasonable 
alternatives,  but  is  not  required 
to  analyze  in  detail  every 
possible  alternative  or  variation. 
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3. 

Kathleen 

Hadley 

142 

2 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Include  Crooked  Creek  and 

Sacajawea  Creek  in  the  Wild  and 

Scenic  Rivers  System. 

Crooked  Creek  and  Sacajawea 
Creek  were  reviewed  during 
this  RMP  revision,  see  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Eligibility 

Report  available  on  the  project 
website  here  online: 
https://go.usa.gov/xUPsP.  See 
Chapter  4  of  Appendix  B  for 
further  discussion  of  suitability 
of  those  segments  for  inclusion 
in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System. 

4. 

Bill 

Cunningham 

175 

6 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

1  am  surprised  that  not  a  single 
alternative  nominates  any  of  the  27 
eligible  river  segments  for  Wild  & 

Scenic  River  designation.  To  help 
remedy  this  deficiency  (oversight)?  1 
recommend  Sacajawea 

Creek/Crooked  Creek  for  inclusion 
in  the  National  Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers 
System. 

Alternative  B  identifies  all  27 
segments  as  being  suitable  for 
inclusion  in  the  NWSRS. 

Congress  is  responsible  for 
designations. 

5. 

George 

Alderson 

196 

4 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Wild  Rivers:  We  favor  Wild  and 

Scenic  Rivers  status  for  the  the 
Sacagawea  River.  It  has  been  studied 
and  found  to  meet  the  standards  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System. 

Crooked  Creek  and  Sacajawea 
Creek  were  reviewed  during 
this  RMP  revision,  see  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Eligibility 

Report  available  on  the  project 
website  here  online: 
https://go.usa.gov/xUPsP.  See 
Chapter  4  of  Appendix  B  for 
further  discussion  of  suitability 
of  those  segments  for  inclusion 
in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System. 
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6. 

Harvey 

Nyberg 

209 

4 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Each  of  the  rivers  list  below  were 
determined  to  be  eligible  for  the  wild 
and  scenic  classification.  Armells 

Creek,  Collar  Gulch  Creek,  Fords 
Creek,  Judith  River,  North  Fork  of 
Flat-Willow  Creek,  Sacagawea  River 
(Crooked  Creek),  and  the  South  Fork 
of  Flat-Willow  Creek  were 
considered  eligible  to  be  "Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers"  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  eligibility  report  for  the 
Lewistown  Field  Office  in  2015.  Two 
rivers  within  this  list  of  eligible  rivers 
must  be  listed  as  "Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers"  due  to  their  high  ecosystem 
value.  Collar  Gulch  Creek  has  pure 
Westslope  Cutthroat  Trout  which  is 
a  BLM  Sensitive  Species  and 

Sacagawea  River  (also  known  as 
Crooked  Creek)  has  1 5  species  of 
prairie  fish  of  which  most  are  native. 
Sacagawea  River  is  home  to  species 
such  as  Black  Bullhead,  Brook 
Stickleback,  Channel  Catfish, 

Common  Carp,  Fathead  Minnow, 
Flathead  Chub,  Green  Sunfish,  Lake 
Chub,  Longnose,  Dace,  Northern 

Pike,  Plains  Minnow,  River  Carp 

Sucker,  Sand  Shiner,  Western  Silvery 
Minnow,  and  the  White  Sucker. 

Failure  to  continue  to  protect  these 
waters  from  development  will  cause 
an  irretrievable  loss  of  those  values. 

There  are  other  management 
actions  in  Chapter  2,  such  as 
restrictions  on  use,  Proper 
Functioning  Conditions,  water 
quality  standards,  etc.  that 
provide  protections  to  these 
resources,  regardless  of  WSR 
designations. 
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7. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

13 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Many  of  these  final  decisions  in  the 
appendix  do  not  comport  with  the 
actual  description  and  analysis  of  the 
river  and  its  resources.  For  example, 
the  analysis  of  Sacagawea  Creek 
describes  its  outstanding  fisheries 
resources  and  the  importance  of  the 
BLM-controlled  lands  surrounding  the 
eligible  river  segments  (its  headwaters 
and  important  confluences),  clearly 
stating  that  WSR  inclusion  would 
protect  river  integrity,  but  yet  the 
concluding  sentence  reads  that  the 
river  is  not  suitable.  Likewise,  the 
description  of  South  Fork  Deep 

Creek  paints  a  picture  of  truly  wild, 
intact  landscapes  with  a  pristine  river 
supporting  important  aquatic  species 
(Westslope  and  Yellowstone 
cutthroat  trout)  in  the  Rocky 

Mountain  Front,  mostly  controlled  by 
the  BLM,  but  with  a  final  conclusion 
that  it  is  not  eligible  nor  suitable  for 
WSR  designation.  Many  of  the  river 
resources  in  this  planning  area  are 
indeed  outstanding.  That's  why  all  27 
segments  are  managed  as  eligible 
under  current  management 
(Alternative  A). 

All  27  segments  were 
determined  to  be  eligible,  but 
suitability  determinations  vary 
among  the  alternatives  for 
analysis  purposes. 
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8. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

14 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Many  rivers  are  disqualified  because 
of  'other  management'  schemes 
available  to  the  BLM  when  those 
discretionary  designations  are  all 
withdrawn  in  the  preferred 
alternative.  For  example,  Collar  Gulch 
is  excluded  in  part  because  the 
analysis  asserts  that  the  existing 

ACEC  would  adequately  protect  the 
values,  but  the  preferred  alternative 
proposes  to  do  away  with  the  ACEC. 
Likewise,  the  agency  seems  to  assert 
that  managing  the  eligible  lands 
Sacagawea  Creek  flows  through  for 
their  wilderness  character  (i.e.  Horse 
Camp  Trail,  West  Crooked  Creek, 
and  Chain  Buttes)  will  protect  the 
river's  values,  but  in  three  of  the  four 
alternatives,  wilderness  character  is 
not  adequately  managed  for.  The 
agency  cannot  simultaneously 
propose  to  do  away  with  protections 
in  one  part  of  its  analysis  while  also 
relying  on  those  protections  for  other 
decisions. 

The  suitability  evaluation 
includes  1 3  criteria  that  are 
considered  in  preliminary 
suitability  determination.  The 
preliminary  suitability 
determinations  have  been 
revised  to  clarify  protections 
from  other  management  actions. 

9. 

Mark 

Good 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

293 

15 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

The  following  river  segments  should 
be  recommended  as  suitable  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  System,  and 
managed  to  protect  those  values,  as 
outlined  in  Alternative  B  of  the  2019 
RPM:  Blindhorse  Creek,  North  and 
South  Forks  of  Blindhorse  Creek, 
Frenchy  Creek,  Panburn  Creek,  and 
Rinker  Creek:  These  creeks  should  all 
be  recommended  because  they  are 
within  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

CMA.  Likewise,  these  creeks  are  all 
within  the  Blindhorse  Creek 
ACEC/ONA  and  the  analysis  says 
they  are  protected  by  that 
designation,  yet  the  preferred 
alternative  removes  the  ACEC  and 
ONA  from  the  Blindhorse  Creek 
area.  Collar  Gulch:  Collar  Gulch  has 
outstanding  scenery  and  regional 
recreational  and  scenic  importance. 

Its  pure  strain  of  westslope  cutthroat 
trout  meets  that  OSV  qualification. 

The  preliminary  suitability 
determinations  in  the  WSR 
report  have  been  clarified  to 
reflect  management  actions 
under  all  alternatives.  The  EIS 
includes  a  range  of  alternatives 
for  suitability.  There  are  other 
management  actions  in  Chapter 

2,  such  as  restrictions  on  use, 
Proper  Functioning  Conditions, 
water  quality  standards,  etc.  that 
provide  protections  to  these 
resources,  regardless  of  WSR 
designations. 
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This  waterway  is  within  the  existing 
Collar  Gulch  ACEC,  and  while  the 
analysis  concludes  WRS 
recommendation  would  compliment 
the  ACEC  management,  the 
preferred  alternative  does  away  with 
this  ACEC.  Sacagawea  Creek:  The 
analysis  states  that  73%  of  lands  the 
river  runs  through  in  the  planning 
area  are  administered  by  the  BLM, 
doing  away  with  concerns  of 
feasibility  of  management.  Sacagawea 
Creek  also  runs  through  and  supports 
several  units  identified  as  having  high 
wilderness  character.  It's  fisheries  are 
truly  outstanding,  supporting  many 
types  of  prairie  fish  and  is  an 
outstanding  example  of  a  free-flowing 
prairie  river.  The  analysis  also 
supports  recommendation  because  it 
would  protect  river  integrity  of  nearly 
33  miles  of  the  river,  including  its 
headwaters,  and  important 
confluences  with  Antelope,  Little 
Crooked  Creek,  and  the  Musselshell. 
The  analysis  also  mentions  "other 
mechanisms"  available  to  the  agency 
to  protect  its  values,  but  does  not 
clarify  exactly  what  those  mechanisms 
are.  South  Fork  Deep  Creek:  Like 
Sacagawea  Creek,  the  vast  majority  of 
the  river  runs  through  BLM- 
administered  lands  (78%),  making 
management  very  feasible.  This 
waterway  also  notes  its  fisheries  - 
specifically  its  populations  of 

Westslope  and  Yellowstone  cutthroat 
trout  -  as  an  ORV.  This  creek  is  also 
within  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front 

CMA,  and  the  Deep  Creek/Battle 

Creek  ACEC/ONA,  making  WSR 
recommendation  and  management 
entirely  consistent  with  existing 
management  and  with  the  potential  to 
enhance  those  values.  Like  all  ACECs 
and  ONAs,  the  preferred  alternative 
proposes  to  eliminate  this  ACEC,  yet 
the  analysis  relies  on  that  designation 
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to  determine  Deep  Creek  is  not 
suitable  for  WSR  suitability.  Sun  River 
Segment  1 :  Sun  River's  arctic  grayling 
population  gives  it  a  fisheries  OSV,  as 
does  its  critically  important  cultural 
values  to  the  Blackfeet  Nation.  This 
river  segment  is  also  within  the 
proposed  Sun  River  ACEC:  WSR 
recommendation  and  ACEC 
designation  are  compatible  and 
complementary.  This  river  also  passes 
through  lands  mostly  within  public 
ownership  (70%  total,  with  the 
majority  of  that  being  BLM  lands,  the 
rest  of  this  public  ownership  being 
Forest  Service  and  state  trust  lands), 
making  BLM's  management  of  the 
river  entirely  feasible.  The  remainder 
of  the  river  segments  in  the  analysis 
should  retain  the  eligibility  status  and 
associated  management  afforded  to 
them  under  Alternative  A.  These 
rivers,  while  at  this  time  may  not  rise 
to  the  level  of  WSR  suitability,  are 
still  significant,  and  special 
management  should  be  afforded  to 
them  to  best  protect,  enhance,  and 
recover  their  resources.  Some  of  the 
issues  identified  in  the  report  that 
preclude  WSR  suitability 
recommendations  could  be  resolved 
in  the  coming  years  and  could  lead  to 
future  suitability,  so  long  as  these 
rivers  retain  their  eligibility 
recommendation  and  management. 
Managing  these  inventoried  and 
identified  rivers  as  eligible  would  not 
be  unbalanced  because  they  are  not 
the  majority  of  waterways  in  the 
planning  area:  most  rivers  and 
segments  in  the  planning  area  were 
not  inventoried  and  evaluated,  and 
would  therefore  not  be  specially 
managed.  Eligible  rivers  should  be 
managed  using  the  guidelines 
described  in  Alternative  A  of  the 

RMP. 
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10. 

Danielle 

Murray 

Conservation 

Lands 

Foundation 

307 

6 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

There  are  serious  issues  in  BLM's 
analysis,  disclosure  and  findings  as  it 
relates  to  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers. 

Under  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  Act,  BLM  must  analyze  "specific 
studies  and  investigations"  to 
determine  if  any  rivers  within  their 
jurisdiction  qualify  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

System  (NWSRS)  and,  if  so,  submit 
such  rivers  to  Congress  (via  the 
President)  for  inclusion  in  the 

NWSRS.  See  16  U.S.C.  §  1276  (d)(1). 

In  2015,  the  Lewistown  Field  office 
under  took  such  an  analysis  which 
studied  90  miles  of  waterways  in  the 
region.  This  study  has  been  included 
in  the  Appendix  of  this  draft  EIS. 
However,  the  2015  study  has  been 
substantially  altered  with  entire 
sections  missing  and  three  new 
sections  of  analysis  added.  The 
altered  study  helps  support  BLM's 
decision  not  to  find  a  single  segment 
of  river  suitable  for  designation  as 

Wild  and  Scenic.  While  these 
alterations  may  not  be  intentional, 
they  mislead  the  public..  BLM  must 
remedy  these  inaccuracies  in  their 
analysis  and  reconsider  finding  all 
eligible  river  segments  suitable  for 

Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation. 

The  20 1 5  WSR  report  was  the 
Eligibility  Report  and  did  not 
include  the  suitability  analysis. 

The  WSR  report  in  the  Draft 

EIS  included  the  suitability 
analysis.  The  purpose  of  the 
suitability  phase  is  to  determine 
whether  eligible  river  segments 
are  suitable  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  System  per  the  criteria 
of  the  WSR  Act  and  BLM 

Manual  6400.  This  analysis 
provides  the  basis  for 
determining  which  rivers  to 
recommend  to  Congress  as 
potential  additions  to  the 

National  System.  Suitability 
considerations  include  the 
environment  and  economic 
consequences  of  designation  and 
the  manageability  of  a  river  if 
Congress  were  to  designate  it. 
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1  1. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

5 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

The  success  and  benefits  of  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  is  undeniable. 

The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of 

1 968  declares  "certain  selected  rivers 
of  the  Nation  which,  with  their 
immediate  environments,  possess 
outstandingly  remarkable  scenic, 
recreational,  geologic,  fish  and 
wildlife,  historic,  cultural,  or  other 
similar  values,  shall  be  preserved  in 
free-flowing  condition,  and  that  they 
and  their  immediate  environments 
shall  be  protected  for  the  benefit  and 
enjoyment  of  present  and  future 
generations."  Each  of  the  rivers  list 
below  were  determined  to  be  eligible 
for  5  the  wild  and  scenic  classification. 

5  The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (16 
U.S.C.  1271-1287)  Armells  Creek, 
Collar  Gulch  Creek,  Fords  Creek, 

Judith  River,  North  Fork  of  Flat- 
Willow  Creek,  Sacagawea  River 
(Crooked  Creek),  and  the  South  Fork 
of  Flat-Willow  Creek  were 
considered  eligible  to  be  "Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers"  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  eligibility  report  for  the 
Lewistown  Field  Office  in  2015.  Two 
rivers  within  this  list  of  eligible  rivers 
must  be  listed  as  "Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers"  due  to  their  high  ecosystem 
value.  Collar  Gulch  Creek  has  pure 
Westslope  Cutthroat  Trout  which  is 
a  BLM  Sensitive  Species  and 

Sacagawea  River  (also  known  as 
Crooked  Creek)  has  1 5  species  of 
prairie  fish  of  which  most  are  native. 
Sacagawea  River  is  home  to  species 
such  as  Black  Bullhead,  Brook 
Stickleback,  Channel  Catfish, 

Common  Carp,  Fathead  Minnow, 
Flathead  Chub,  Green  Sunfish,  Lake 
Chub,  Longnose,  Dace,  Northern 

Pike,  Plains  Minnow,  River  Carp 

Sucker,  Sand  Shiner,  Western  Silvery 
Minnow,  and  the  White  Succer. 

There  are  other  management 
actions  in  Chapter  2,  such  as 
restrictions  on  use,  Proper 
Functioning  Conditions,  water 
quality  standards,  etc.  that 
provide  protections  to  these 
resources,  regardless  of  WSR 
designations. 
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12. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

452 

20 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

First,  the  analysis  presented  in 

The  20 1 5  WSR  report  was  the 

Wilderness 

Appendix  V  of  the  20 1 9  draft  RMP 

Eligibility  Report  and  did  not 

Association 

says  it  was  compiled  in  January  20 1 5. 

include  the  suitability  analysis. 

The  agency  presents  this  document  as 

The  WSR  report  in  the  Draft 

indeed  a  draft  that  was  compiled  and 

EIS  included  the  suitability 

completed  nearly  four  years  ago, 

analysis.  The  purpose  of  the 

without  any  changes.  This  Appendix  V 

suitability  phase  is  to  determine 

analysis,  though,  is  starkly  different 

whether  eligible  river  segments 

from  the  analysis  presented  in 

are  suitable  for  inclusion  in  the 

Appendix  U  of  the  20 1 6  RMP. 

National  System  per  the  criteria 

Appendix  U  of  the  20 1 6  RMP  also  has 

of  the  WSR  Act  and  BLM 

a  timestamp  of  20 1 5,  and  upon  initial 

Manual  6400.  This  analysis 

inspection,  looks  like  the  same 

provides  the  basis  for 

report.  Entire  sections  of  the 

determining  which  rivers  to 

Appendix  U  analysis  are  not  present 

recommend  to  Congress  as 

in  the  Appendix  V  2019  RMP.  Some 

potential  additions  to  the 

are  not  significant,  analytical  changes, 

National  System.  Suitability 

but  changes  nonetheless.  Remarkably, 

considerations  include  the 

in  the  106  suitability  analysis,  three 

environment  and  economic 

entirely  new  sections  of  analysis  are 

consequences  of  designation  and 

added,  outlining  the  potential  or 

the  manageability  of  a  river  if 

perceived  fiscal  impacts  of  managing 

Congress  were  to  designate  it. 

or  designating  an  eligible  segment  as 

Per  BLM  Manual  6400,  Wild  and 

part  of  the  WSRS.  1 07  All  of  these 

Scenic  Rivers  manual,  one  of  the 

fiscal  costs  are  not  required  as  part  of 

suitability  criteria  includes  the 

the  study,  nor  contemplated  as  part 

estimated  cost  of  acquiring 

of  WSRA  eligibility  under  the  act,  and 

necessary  lands  or  interests  in 

it  is  inappropriate  to  include  these  in 

land  within  the  corridor,  as  well 

the  analysis. 

as  the  cost  of  administering  the 
area,  should  it  be  added  to  the 
National  System. 
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13.  Aubrey 


Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 


Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 


Regardless  of  the  nature  of  a  change, 
the  study  presented  in  the  2019  RMP 
as  a  20 1 5  report  -  the  same  20 1 5 
report  the  agency  used  in  the  20 1 6 
draft  RMP  -  is  false  and  misleading.  It 
is  profoundly  clear  that  the  study  in 
Appendix  V  of  the  20 1 9  RMP  is  not 
the  same  study  prepared  and 
presented  by  the  FO  in  the  2016  RMP 
as  Appendix  U.  The  agency  is 
attempting  to  mislead  the  public  with 
an  edited  and  revised  study  in  the 
2019  RMP.  The  agency  has  the  right 
to  make  changes,  updates,  and 
properly  conducted  analysis,  and  is 
obligated  to  present  that  information 
to  the  public,  but  it  cannot  attempt  to 
pass  those  changes  off  as  the  same 
report.  The  WSRA  report  in  the 
2019  RMP  must  be  amended  to  make 
it  clear  when  those  updates  were 
made  with  a  new  date  on  the  report. 
Second,  it  is  curious  that  out  of  nearly 
90  miles  of  waterways  studied,  not  a 
single  river  or  segment  was  found  to 
be  suitable  in  the  WSRA  report. 

Many  of  these  final  decisions  in  the 
1 08  appendix  do  not  comport  with 
the  actual  description  and  analysis  of 
the  river  and  its  resources. 


The  20 1 5  WSR  report  was  the 
Eligibility  Report  and  did  not 
include  the  suitability  analysis.  It 
has  was  released  in  February 
2015  and  has  been  available  on 
the  project  ePIanning  website. 
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14.  Aubrey 


Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 


Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 


For  example,  the  analysis  of 
Sacagawea  Creek  describes  its 
outstanding  fisheries  resources  and 
the  importance  of  the  BLM-controlled 
lands  surrounding  the  eligible  river 
segments  (its  headwaters  and 
important  confluences),  clearly  stating 
that  WSR  inclusion  would  protect 
river  integrity,  but  yet  the  conclusory 
sentence  reads  that  the  river  is  not 
suitable.  Likewise,  the  description  of 
South  Fork  Deep  Creek  paints  a 
picture  of  truly  wild,  intact  landscapes 
with  a  pristine  river  supporting 
important  aquatic  species  (westslope 
and  Yellowstone  cutthroat  trouts)  in 
the  Rocky  Mountain  Front,  mostly 
controlled  by  the  BLM,  but  with  a 
final  conclusion  that  it  is  not  eligible 
nor  suitable  for  WSR  designation. 
Many  of  the  river  resources  in  this 
planning  area  are  indeed  outstanding. 
That's  why  all  27  segments  are 
managed  as  eligible  under  current 
management  (Alternative  A).  MWA 
questions  how  the  agency  could  find 
so  many  segments  eligible,  but 
ultimately  not  a  single  one  as  suitable. 


All  27  segments  were 
determined  to  be  eligible,  but 
suitability  determinations  vary 
among  the  alternatives  for 
analysis  purposes.  Under 
Alternative  B,  all  27  river 
segments  were  determined  to 
be  suitable. 
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15. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

24 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

MWA  is  also  concerned  that  many 
rivers  are  disqualified  because  of 
'other  management'  schemes  available 
to  the  BLM  when  those  discretionary 
designations  are  all  withdrawn  in  the 
preferred  alternative.  For  example, 
Collar  Gulch  is  excluded  in  part 
because  the  analysis  asserts  that  the 
existing  ACEC  would  adequately 
protect  the  values,  but  the  preferred 
alternative  proposes  to  do  away  with 
the  ACEC.  Likewise,  the  agency 
seems  to  assert  that  managing  the 
eligible  lands  Sacagawea  Creek  flows 
through  for  their  wilderness 
character  (ie  Horse  Camp  Trail,  West 
Crooked  Creek,  and  Chain  Buttes) 
will  protect  the  river's  values,  but  in 
three  of  the  four  alternatives, 
wilderness  character  is  not 
adequately  managed  for.  The  agency 
cannot  simultaneously  propose  to  do 
away  with  protections  in  one  part  of 
its  analysis  while  also  relying  on  those 
protections  for  other  decisions.  This 
is  tantamount  to  doublespeak, 
profoundly  misleading,  and  is  also 
arbitrary,  capricious,  and  an  abuse  of 
agency  discretion. 

The  suitability  evaluation 
includes  1 3  criteria  that  are 
considered  in  preliminary 
suitability  determination. 

16. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

25 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

Another  curious  element  of  the 
agency's  analysis  and  conclusions  is  its 
use  of  coordination  with  FWP  to 
protect  important  fisheries  as 
problematic  for  WSR 
recommendation.  Outstanding 
fisheries  -  both  for  their  recreational 
values  for  human  visitors  and  the 
ecological  integrity  of  the  river  -  are 
one  of  the  Outstanding  Remarkable 
Values  for  which  Congress  intended 
rivers  be  protected  under  the  WSRA. 
Wildlife  and  fisheries  are  not  managed 
by  the  federal  government:  those 
resources  are  managed  by  the  states. 

Coordination  with  other 
agencies  is  a  routine  practice  in 
public  land  management.  The 

RMP  recognizes  the  FWP's  role 
in  managing  wildlife. 
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Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Furthermore,  the  agency's  reliance  on  The  CMA  is  just  one  of  the 
the  Conservation  Management  Area  factors  considered  in  the 
along  the  Rocky  Mountain  Front  to  suitability  evaluation, 
disqualify  eligible  river  segments  is 
confounding.  In  its  analyses  for  rivers 
within  the  CMA,  the  agency 
consistently  concludes  that  WSR 
suitability  recommendation  and 
designation  would  comport  with  the 
values  and  management  of  the  CMA, 
and  even  enhance  the  scenic  and 
ecological  values  of  the  landscape,  but 
yet  uses  CMA  management  as  a 
concluding  reason  to  not  recommend 
any  river  for  designation.  It's  clear 
that  in  many  cases,  the  analysis  does 
not  support  the  conclusion.  MWA 
requests  BLM  revisit  the  WSRA 
report,  and  rectify  the  conclusions 
with  the  analysis.  MWA  also  requests 
an  alternative  that  actually  depicts  a 
wider  range  of  alternatives  and  a  final 
plan  that  offers  a  true  balance  for  the 
protection  of  the  amazing  river 
resources  in  the  planning  area. 


Comment  Code 
Name 


Comment  Text 


Response 


Wilderness  Study  Areas  My  request  is  simple.  I  ask  that  you  Comment  noted.  Lands 
consider  and  lobby  to  formally  currently  identified  as 

designate  any  lands  that  are  currently  Wilderness  Study  Areas  can  be 
in  the  "wilderness  study  status"  to  designated  or  released  from 

permanent  wilderness  status  and  study  status  only  by 

protection.  The  landscape  beauty  of  congressional  action. 

Eastern  Montana  along  with  the 
unique  ecosystems  and  abundant 
wildlife  all  deserve  protection.  With 
most  of  the  lands  being  released  for 
resource  extraction  as  well  as  multi¬ 
use  it  is  essentil  that  we  set  some  of 
the  acreage  aside  for  permanent 
protection. 
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2. 

Randall 

Knowles 

57 

2 

Wilderness  Study  Areas 

If  a  Wilderness  Study  Area  is  NOT 
converted  to  Wilderness,  by 

Congress,  within  8  years  after  the 
study  is  completed  THEN  the  Study 
Area  designation  SHALL  be  dropped 
and  the  area  return  to  its  original 
designation. 

Comment  noted.  Lands 
currently  identified  as 

Wilderness  Study  Areas  can  be 
designated  or  released  from 
study  status  only  by 
congressional  action. 

3. 

Jennifer 

Ferenstein 

The  Wilderness 
Society 

193 

4 

Wilderness  Study  Areas 

With  the  passage  of  the  Rocky 

Mountain  Front  Heritage  Act,  these 
two  small  BLM  WSAs  are  congruent 
with  the  Conservation  Management 
Area.  These  are  important  units 
within  the  larger  Rocky  Mountain 

Front  landscape,  and  adjacent  to 
protected  Forest  Service  land 
managed  for  primitive  recreation, 
wildlife  habitat,  and  scenic  viewsheds. 
The  only  management  direction 
provided  in  the  RMP  for  WSAs  in  the 
event  of  release  under  Alternatives  B, 

C,  and  D  is  to  manage  these  areas 
“consistent  with  underlying 
designations.”  Alternatives  A,  B,  and 

D  do  not  give  direction  for  how  to 
protect  the  resources  in  Beaver 
Meadows  and  North  Fork  Sun  River 
as  these  areas  do  not  have  an 
“underlying  designation.”  “Underlying 
designations”  or  management  in  the 
event  of  WSA  release  for  Beaver 
Meadows  and  North  Fork  Sun  River 
need  to  be  included  in  the  final  plan. 
These  directives  need  to  be 
consistent  with  the  spirit,  intent,  and 
provisions  of  the  Rocky  Mountain 

Front  Heritage  Act  and  the  resulting 
Conservation  Management  Area  of 
which  these  units  are  a  part  and 
protect  these  two  units’  wildlife 
habitat  and  scenic  values  from 
infrastructure  development  and 
energy  and  mineral  development. 

Please  retain  ACEC  as  proposed  in 
Alternative  B,  and  that  “underlying 
[administrative]  designations”  be 
described  and  specific  management 
language  in  the  event  of  release  be 
added  to  the  final  plan  for  Beaver 

Even  if  released  from  WSA 
status,  the  Beaver  Meadows  and 
North  Fork  of  the  Sun  River  will 
remain  withdrawn  from  all 
mineral  entry  under  the  Tax 

Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  These  areas  would  be 
managed  as  VRM  1  and  ROW 
exclusion  (including  wind).  This 
has  been  clarified  in  Chapter  2. 

A  description  of  Grand-Fathered 
Uses  is  provided  BLM  Manual 

6330,  Management  of  BLM 
wilderness  areas.  Manual  6330  is 
cited  in  the  EIS. 
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Meadows  and  North  Fork  Sun  River 
WSAs  that  protect  the  still-existing 
wilderness  values  in  those  units. 

Finally,  the  proposed  action  in 
Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D  to  “[c]lose 
the  WSAs  to  motorized  and 
mechanized  travel  except  for  access 
to  grandfathered  uses”  is  profoundly 
concerning.  “Grandfathered  uses”  are 
not  discussed,  analyzed,  or  even 
mentioned  anywhere  in  the 
environmental  analysis.  It  is  therefore 
impossible  to  know  what  these  uses 
are,  where  they  are,  and  what  other 
options  the  BLM  must  address  these 
uses  in  WSAs.  What’s  more, 
grandfathered  uses  are  not  a 
protected  class  of  use  in  WSAs  nor 
under  the  non-impairment  standard, 
especially  when  the  agency  fails  to 
provide  any  information  as  to  what 
the  grandfathered  uses  are.  TWS 
requests  the  following  language, 
which  is  a  slight  adjustment  from 
Alternative  A’s  language  for 
clarification,  be  adopted  in  the  final 
plan  because  this  is  the  only  way  to 
fulfil  the  agency’s  legal  obligations  to 
WSAs:  “Limit  motorized  and 
mechanized  travel  to  existing  ways  at 
the  time  of  WSA  designation.” 
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4. 

George 

Alderson 

196 

1 

Wilderness  Study  Areas 

Wilderness:  With  respect  to 
wilderness,  we  deplore  the  part  of 
Alternative  C  that  fails  to  protect  any 
lands  with  wilderness  characteristics. 

If  BLM  had  done  the  FLPMA  (section 
603)  wilderness  inventory  correctly  in 

1 976-80,  the  200,000  acres  of  "lands 
with  wilderness  characteristics" 
would  have  become  part  of  the 
wilderness  study  areas  and  would 
have  enjoyed  protection  to  the 
nonimpairment  standard  as  required 
by  section  603(c).  All  those  areas 
should  now  be  given  protection  in  the 
new  RMP.  BLM  should  be  especially 
attentive  to  those  units  adjoining  the 
protected  lands  within  the  Missouri 
Breaks  National  Monument,  because 
those  may  form  larger  roadless  areas 
in  which  the  wilderness  values  cross 
the  boundary  line. 

The  BLM  is  required  to 
complete  an  on-going  inventory 
of  lands  with  wilderness 
characteristics. 

5. 

Alex 

Hasson 

236 

5 

Wilderness  Study  Areas 

WSAs:  These  areas  would  be  "closed 
to  motorized  and  mechanized  travel 
except  for  access  to  grandfathered 
uses,"  though  exactly  what 
"grandfathered  uses"  would  be 
allowed  is  not  defined. 

A  description  of  Grand-Fathered 
Uses  is  provided  BLM  Manual 

6330,  Management  of  BLM 
wilderness  areas.  Manual  6330  is 
cited  in  the  EIS. 

6. 

Carla 

Hankins 

300 

2 

Wilderness  Study  Areas 

4-37)  It  is  stated  that  under  all 
alternatives,  Square  Butte  WSA 
would  be  afforded  protections  from 
surface  disturbing  activities.  That 
statement  is  only  truthful  with  a  WSA 
designation;  however,  the  document 
makes  numerous  references  to  the 
potential  congressional  lifting  of  WSA 
designations  within  the  planning  area 
which  would  no  longer  provide 
protections  from  activities  such  as 
mining  and  leasing.  At  the  time  of  a 
WSA  lifting  ,  there  may  no  longer  be 
protections  in  place  to  maintain  the 
relevance  and  importance  for  which 
Square  Butte  was  previously 
designated  an  ACEC-ONA  either,  as 
the  agency  preferred  alternative  lifts 
all  ACEC  designations  as  well. 

Even  if  released  from  WSA 
status,  the  Square  Butte  WSA 
would  be  managed  as  an  ACEC 
consistent  with  the  adjacent 
non-WSA  portion  of  the  butte.. 
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7. 

Melissa 

Petrich 

Montana 

Wildlife 

Federation 

310 

6 

Wilderness  Study  Areas 

The  RMP  draft  fails  to  mention  a 
comprehensive  plan  to  maintain  the 
three  current  WSAs  in  the  planning 
area.  Square  Butte,  Beaver  Meadows, 
and  the  North  Fork  of  Sun  River  need 
to  be  managed  for  their  wilderness 
values.  The  current  management 
direction  the  RMP  states  in 
alternative  B,  C,  and  D  is  to  manage 
these  areas  as  consistent  with 
underlying  designations.  Given  these 
areas  do  not  have  "underlying 
designations"  it  will  be  difficult  to 
manage  these  critical  landscapes. 

These  underlying  designations  need 
to  be  laid  out  in  the  final  plan.  Square 
Butte,  which  might  be  designated  as 
both  a  WSA  and  an  ACEC,  should 
retain  both  designations,  and  a 
management  plan  should  be  made  to 
protect  wilderness  values  within  each 
WSA. 

Even  if  released  from  WSA 
status,  the  Beaver  Meadows  and 
North  Fork  of  the  Sun  River  will 
remain  withdrawn  from  all 
mineral  entry  under  the  Tax 

Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  These  areas  would  be 
managed  as  VRM  1  and  ROW 
exclusion  (including  wind).  This 
has  been  clarified  in  Chapter  2. 

8. 

Summer 

Nelson 

Sierra  Club 

351 

5 

Wilderness  Study  Areas 

The  Plan  does  not  recognize  the 
importance  of  existing  Wilderness 

Study  Areas  in  the  Lewistown  Field 
Office  area,  or  ensure  their  proper 
future  management.  The  Lewistown 
Field  Office  area  also  contains  three 
existing  Wilderness  Study  Areas 
(WSAs).  While  the  implementation  of 
the  plan  will  not  alter  current 
management  of  these  WSAs,  it  is 
important  that  the  plan  recognize  the 
critical  importance  of  these  areas,  and 
ensure  their  proper  management  in 
the  event  that  the  WSA  designations 
are  later  removed  from  these  areas.  If 
WSA  designations  should  be 
removed,  we  recommend  that  these 
areas  be  managed,  at  a  minimum,  as 
Backcountry  Conservation  Areas 
(BCAs). 

Even  if  released  from  WSA 
status,  the  Beaver  Meadows  and 
North  Fork  of  the  Sun  River  will 
remain  withdrawn  from  all 
mineral  entry  under  the  Tax 

Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  These  areas  would  be 
managed  as  VRM  1  and  ROW 
exclusion  (including  wind).  This 
has  been  clarified  in  Chapter  2. 
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9. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

18 

Wilderness  Study  Areas 

While  the  agency  is  required  to 
manage  these  areas  under  the  non¬ 
impairment  standard,  as  to  not  impair 
the  wilderness  values  for  which  they 
were  designated  and  for  potential 
future  inclusion  in  the  National 
Wilderness  Preservation  System, 
resource  planning  is  the  best 
opportunity  to  make  additional, 
layered  designations  that  would  take 
effect  if  the  WSAs  are  released  from 
further  consideration,  and  to  manage 
for  resources  outside  the  WSA  in  the 
landscape.  This  draft  fails  to  take 
those  future  impacts  into  account  and 
does  not  make  meaningful  options  for 
future  management.  Here, 

Alternatives  A,  B,  and  D  designate 
Square  Butte  as  an  ACEC  (of  varying 
sizes  depending  on  the  alternative)  to 
protect  its  important  values  if 
released,  and  Alternative  A  offers 
some  management  direction  ("In 
those  WSAs  that  Congress  releases 
from  further  wilderness 
consideration,  off-road  vehicle  use 
would  be  restricted  seasonally  to 
designated  roads  and  trails"),  the  rest 
of  the  alternatives  do  not  give 
meaningful  direction  for  the  future  of 
Beaver  83  Meadows  and  North  Fork 
of  the  Sun  River. 

Even  if  released  from  WSA 
status,  the  Beaver  Meadows  and 
North  Fork  of  the  Sun  River  will 
remain  withdrawn  from  all 
mineral  entry  under  the  Tax 

Relief  and  Health  Care  Act  of 
2006.  These  areas  would  be 
managed  as  VRM  1  and  ROW 
exclusion  (including  wind).  This 
has  been  clarified  in  Chapter  2.  If 
released  from  WSA  status,  the 
Square  Butte  WSA  would  be 
managed  as  an  ACEC  consistent 
with  the  adjacent  non-WSA 
portion  of  the  butte... 
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10. 

Aubrey 

Bertram 

Montana 

Wilderness 

Association 

452 

19 

Wilderness  Study  Areas 

Finally,  the  proposed  action  in 
Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D  to  "[c]lose 
the  WSAs  to  motorized  and 
mechanized  travel  except  for  access 
to  grandfathered  uses"  is  profoundly 
concerning.  86  "Grandfathered  uses" 
are  not  discussed,  analysed,  or  even 
mentioned  anywhere  in  the 
environmental  analysis.  It  is  therefore 
impossible  to  know  what  these  uses 
are,  where  they  87  are,  and  what 
other  options  the  BLM  has  to  address 
these  uses  in  WSAs.  What's  more, 
grandfathered  uses  are  not  a 
protected  class  of  use  in  WSAs  nor 
under  the  non-impairment  standard, 
especially  when  the  agency  fails  to 
provide  any  information  as  to  what 
the  grandfathered  uses  are.  MWA 
requests  the  following  language, 
which  is  a  slight  adjustment  from 
Alternative  A's  language  for 
clarification,  be  adopted  in  the  final 
plan  because  this  is  the  only  way  to 
fulfil  the  agency's  legal  obligations  to 
WSAs:  "Limit  motorized  and 
mechanized  travel  to  existing  ways  at 
the  time  of  WSA  designation." 

A  description  of  Grand-Fathered 
Uses  is  provided  BLM  Manual 

6330,  Management  of  BLM 
wilderness  areas.  Manual  6330  is 
cited  in  the  EIS. 

1  1. 

Chris 

King 

453 

3 

Wilderness  Study  Areas 

Square  Butte,  Beaver  Meadows,  and 
the  North  Fork  Sun  River  Wilderness 
Study  Areas  do  not  contain  the 
minimum  acreage  specified  in  the 
Wilderness  Act.  Why  would  you 
create  WSAs  that  cannot  actually  be 
designated  under  the  law? 

Comment  noted.  Lands 
currently  identified  as 

Wilderness  Study  Areas  can  be 
designated  or  released  from 
study  status  only  by 
congressional  action. 
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1. 

Nancy 

Ostlie 

Great  Old 
Broads  for 
Wilderness, 
Bozeman 
Broadband 

185 

1 

Wildfire  Ecology  and 
Management 

For  example,  the  plan  says  "Use  a 
combination  of  wildfire,  prescribed 
fire,  and  mechanical  methods  to 
improve  or  maintain  ecological 
conditions  on  ponderosa  pine 
breaks/badlands  with  emphasis  on 
achieving  land  health  objectives  and 
reducing  unwanted  ignitions,  resource 
threats,  and  fuel  accumulations." 

Logging  and  thinning  do  not  prevent 
catastrophic  wildfire,  which  is  a 
function  of  weather,  especially  wind, 
temperature  and  humidity.  The 
science  on  wildfire  does  not  support 
this  approach.  It  would  not  improve 
or  maintain  ecological  conditions  in 
the  plan  area. 

As  stated  in  Appendix  W, 
Prescribed  fires  and  other 
conifer  thinning  treatments 
could  affect  ponderosa  pine 
breaks  and  badlands  vegetation 
by  reducing  dense  patches  of 
small  trees  and  accumulated 
dead  grass,  needles,  and  other 
wood  debris,  thereby  lessening 
the  chance  of  stand-replacing 
wildfires  (Fischer  and  Clayton 
1983).  Additionally,  prescribed 
fire  treatments  could  decrease 
the  depth  to  groundwater  and 
increase  the  number  of  forb 
species,  due  to  decreased 
demand  on  the  shallow 
groundwater  table  (Tucker  and 
Marlow  2006). 

2. 

Steve 

Bullock 

State  of 
Montana 

338 

30 

Wildfire  Ecology  and 
Management 

Effects  discussions  (pages  4- 1  1 
through  4-17):  For  each  alternative,  in 
addition  to  the  number  of  acres 
closed  to  commercial  timber 
(currently  stated),  add  the  number  of 
acres  open  to  commercial  timber 
harvest  and  projected  number  of 
acres  to  be  treated  per  decade.  Also, 
disclose  the  projected  number  of 
acres  of  fuels  reduction,  including 
within  WUI.  Add  more  discussion  on 
the  design  considerations  with 
vegetation  treatments,  and 
subsequent  changes  in  vegetation 
composition,  forest  health  and 
resiliency,  and  habitat  quality. 

Any  areas  not  closed  to 
commercial  harvest  would  be 
open  to  harvest.  Probable  sale 
quantity  (MBF/year)  is  provided 
under  each  alternative  in 

Chapter  2.  WUIs  have  been 
added  as  a  priority  under  fuels 
treatment  management  action. 
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